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LETTER L 
Infant-baptiſm inconſiſtent with the na- 
ture of baptiſm. 

Rew. 8 1 R, | 


A Treatiſe written upon a controverted ſubje& is a 
kind of challenge to the oppoſite ſide of the de- 
bate ; at leaſt, a propoſal of certain arguments 


to conſideration; and if the propoſal be made in a friend- 


ly manner, it ought to be received, with thankfulneſs to 
the good intentions of the writer, even if the arguments 


have not the wiſhed-for ſucceſs. As alſo, the fair inveſti- 
_ gation ot truth is the profeſſed object of controverſy, if 


the reaſoning be calculated rather to miſlead, than give 
information, any attempt to ſet the matter in its proper 
light, is equally deſerving of a candid reception. The 
treatiſe you have uſhered 1nto the world comes more par- 


ticularly within the application of theſe reflections, as it 


is announced to be a pradicel treatiſe chiefly, No tenet 
in religion 1s purely ſpeculative. Baptiſm 1s a part of 
duty, which, if“ fundamental, as Mr. Henry initinuates 
p. I. or if a f principle, a leading teſtimony of man's 
„ | 1 regard 


14 


meaning, Heb. vi. 2. if he had reference to chriſtian- 
baptiſm) it is of great importance to have riglit ideas of. 
But the deſign of this publication goes further. Vou are 
of opinion that Mr. H. has ſuggeſted obſervations, that 
make infant - baptiſm better underſtood, than it has 
uſually been; and which, if heartily embraced, will 
make it alſo a powerful and operative principle through 
life. With the moſt cordial ſincerity I aſſure you. that 
had I, upon a cloſe and impartial peruſal, been ſtruck 
with its moral and religious influence, I would confeſs 
it without heſitation, and catch eagerly at the ſmalleſt 
ſcriptural authority for the practice. But if, on the con- 
trary, it be inconſiſtent with Mr. H's own account of the 
nature of baptiſm—if the Author's arguments be incon- 
__  fiſtent with /eripture—if the genuine influence of infant- 
| baptiſm be not that of religion or morality—but it may 
have a pernicious ect upon ſentiments and manners, the 


Baptiſts act wiſely and tenderly. in with-holding it from 


their children; and if, laſtly, the word of God give ſuffi- 


cient intimation, that the indiſpenſable mode of baptiſm 


is immer/zon, they may reſt ſatisfied with that juſtification, 
goweyer vehemently ſome of their opponents fignity their 
«*« utter diſlike” of them and their principles, and diſin- 
genuoufly manage their arguments againſt them, You 
will perceive that I have ſet before you, the out- lines of 
the remarks, upon which I mean to enlarge, in the courſe 
of this correſpondence. To begin then, with Mr. H's 
account of the nature of baptiſm; we meet here with 
many thoughts that will be very grateful to pious minds 
amongſt the Baptiſts. I do not indeed underſtand the 
propriety, of introducing a ſeeming analogy, between 
chriſtian-baptiſm and any ceremonies of heathen origin, 
ſuch as the initiation into the myſteries of Mythra and 
Ii, Surely, our Lord had no retroſpect to them, to the 
| Prieſts of Cocytus, or any other heatheniſh cuſtoms, when 
he inſtituted his ordinance ; little leſs abſurd wo Id it be 
to deduce it from the ceremonial ablutions, or Proſelyte- 


baptiſm 


regard for Chriſt Jeſus (which [ take to be the Apoſtle's 
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baptiſm of the Jews, For (not to ſay how unſavour- 
able to ſprinkling they are, the uſe of water in all being 
that of bathing or dipping) to make the Old-Teſtament 
rites the ground-work of baptiſm, would warrant thoſe 
popiſh additions Mr. H. enveighs againſt p. 11, and 154, 
as drefling the ſpouſe of Chriſt, in the paint and taw- 
„dry attire of an harlot,” I need not tell you, that 
when Dr. Mydadleton's Letter from Rome, charged the 
ſuperſtitions of that Church, with being imitations of 
heatheniſm, their Apologiſt fled directly to the Jewiſh 


; rites, in atteftation of their innocence. And as to the 


Proſelyte-baptiſm, the molt learned of the Pedobaptiſt- 
writers, before and ſince Mr, 's time (ſuch as Dr. Owen, 
and Dr Jennings, in his Jewiſh-Antiquities vol. 1. p. 
136.) have proved, that there was no tuch practice, till 

ſeveral hundred years after Chriſt ; that inſtead of Chriſt's 
baptiſm being engrafted upon it, it was a poor imitation 
of baptiſm, as practiſed in the third or fourth century; 
beſides, that if it were the fact, it would, in 1.s effects, 
have before now deſtroyed baptiſm altogether, by main» 
taining it to be unneceſſary to baptize the deſcendants, 
born after the baptiſm of the parents. (See Emlyn's pre. 
vious queſtion, p. 485, or the Reply to Mr. Pentycro/s p. 
22.) Suppoſing alſo, that theſe waſhings, or baptiſm were 
the ground-work of Chriſtian-baptiſm, what has circum- 
ciſion to do with it? The Pedobaptiſts ſeem at a loſs on 
what to fix the footing of infant-baptiſm. Sometimes the 
Old-teſtament ablutions, ſometimes the Proſelyte- bap- 
tiſm, ſometimes circumciſion 1s adduced ; and of late, 
a new- broached notion of the patria poteſtas,“ as the beſt 


argument in its favour. But the ground is ſo frequently 


1thifted, 


1 


* This notion is maintained by Dr. PRIESTLY, in his HISTORY OF THE 
CORRUPTIONS OF CHRISTIANITY, and is the moſt hermleſs idea of infant- 
baptiſm I ever ſe . The Dr. does not conſider baptiſm as a ſubſtitute for eircum- 
ciſion; but argues, that the PATERNAL-AUTHORITY of the head of a family, 
which obtained in the Eaſtern and Roman nations, would have heen ſufficient to 

| | | | | induce 
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ſhifted, that its ſtability looks very ſuſpicious. Mr H. 


obſerves, p. 20. that Chriſt as King hath /e authority, 
to inſtitute and appoint ordinances that ſhall be binds 
«© ing.” is it not then better to truſt to his explicit di- 

rections 


induce Abraham to circumciſe his family, merely as a profeſſiun of his own faith, 
without implying that the ſubjects of it had any intereſt, in the things ſignified by 
it; and that the ſame ideas would equally have lead a Jew or a Roman upon his 


converſion to chriſtianity, to haptize his children, if not his domettic ſlaves. But 


(1) The particularity of the directions to Abraham, reſpecting the circumciſion of 
his houtehold, flatly contradicts the Dr's firſt principle, about the natural influence 
of the Patria-poteſtas in this caſe, such directions would have been totally ſuper- 
fluous and unneceſſary, if the Patriarch had underſtood his natnral-authority to 
imply as much, and VICE VERSA, (2) If a Jew fancied any reſemblance in the 


tworrites, ſo as to accommodate haptiſm to circumciſion (a prejudice which, after 


all, the Dr. cannot entirely diveſt himſelt of) it eould amount to no more, than to 
baptize the males of his family, (3) The Dr's own conceſfion, «++ That the Roman 
ſlaves were allowed to practice ſome of their religious rites,” renders it improbable 
that a converted Roman (taught by the goſpel alſo how abhorrent chriſtianity is 
from involuntary compulſion) would underſtand bapt ſm to be applicable to his 
_ domieſtic-flaves, merely as an appendage to his own haptiſm, as well as that the 
very inſtitution repreſents the ordinance, as pertaining to men individually, not as 
members of families. (4) When all his, the Jailor's family, is ſaid to believe, 
and Lydia's houitchold to conſiſt of brethren, Acts xvi. 34. 40. the only juſt con- 
clufion is, that baptiſm was adminittered in conſequence of the perſonal-profeſſion 
of each, not by the authority of the heads of thoſe families.--- As to the Dr's refer- 
ences to antiquity, they contain more than a 1uipicion, that the practice cannot be 
fairly deduced from ſcripture. But furely it is too bold a preſumption, for ſpeaking 
fo decifively of its APOSTOLICAL-AUTHORITY, to fay, we are not able to 
« trace its origin, therefore we are neceifarily carried back into the age of the 
« Apaſtles for it“ At this rate, unleſs we be able to fix the exact date of any cor - 
raption whatever, it is no corruption at all. 1 hope we have a better reaſon tor 
keeping the Lord's day. But it is ſufficient to reply in the preſent caſe, that in- 
fant-haptiſm being incompatible with the deſcriptions of baptiſm in the New-Teſ- 
tament, it can he no part of the chriſtian-ſyſtem, let it have originated how it 
might; and (beſides that we are taught by his controverſy with the REVIEWERS, 
not th truſt too 1mplicitly to the Dr's quotations from the Fathers) that infant- 
Haptiim was «+ not the uniform practice of the primitive chriſtians” is clear from 
hence, that the writers of the two firſt centuries {peak nothing that leads to it, but 


their accounts of baptiim are directly oppoſite , nor can we reaſonably tuppole that 


TER'TULLIAN, in the third century, would have hazarded the declaration, that 
Infants have no need of it, if univerſal cuſtom, for ſeveral hundred years, had eſta- 
hiiſhed it. He does not infinuate that Sponſors were an innovation, any more than 
infant-haptiſm : which vet Dr. P. conſiders as tuch. Upon the whole, this ſcheme 
L equally improbable with that mort prevalent. i 


4 
3 
4 
* 
A 
7 


r 


c 


rr . 4 


"BEIT 3 . on 85 = 1 - 5 ** S 5 — 


Sr 


22 e 


their founder affixed to them. 


1 


reftions, than be put to theſe ſhifts to defend a notion 
ot your own? But waving this; I declare to you am 
at a loſs how to reconcile infant-baptiſm, with Mr HH's. 


general repreſentation of the nature of baptiſm. ls it not 
a maxim of ſound reaſoning, that general rules involve 
their particular ones; and that no particular rules can be 
incompatible with, and ſtill leſs ſubverſive of the gene- 


ral rules? If then infant-baptiſm flatly contradict the 


general tenor, the nature and deſign of baptiſm, the 


wiſdom of God never ordained ſuch an inſtitution, to 


i{uperiede the meaning of his own ordinance. Let us hear 
Mr. H for illuſtration of this point. Perhaps it is inac- 
curate to give chriſtian ordinances any other title, than 
Hence | am pot fond of 
the word Sacrament, which the uſage of certain national- 
eſtabliſhments of religion is not a better reaſon for retain- 
Ing, than may be urged for the word Tranſub/tantiation. 
But if the word mean an engagement to be the Lord's, as 
explained, p. 48. there is no aptitude in it, unleſs the en- 
gagement be voluntary; and you know, an infant is in- 
capable of a voluntary engagement. Mr. H. ſpends 
many pages, in expatiating upon it as a fgn and ſeal; 

and, willing to draw a parallel between circumciſion and 

baptiſm, tell us, p. 4. that a Sacrament is a /gn and 
ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith” for which he quotes 


Rom. iv. 11. But circumciſion which 1s there ſpoken of, 


was not, as generally practiſed, a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of 
faith, but a badge of being ander Ihe law, as the A poſtle 
argues, Rom. ii. 26. It was indeed given to Abraham 
himſelf as a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of the faith which 
he had being yet uncircumciſed ; in other words, a token 
that God would fulfil the promiſe, that he ſhould be the /a- 
ther or prototype of the faithful, zhough they be not circum- 
ciſed; but to his poſterity. as ſuch, it was at belt a token of 
the covenant of works: of their obligation to fulfil the 


law perfectly, on pain of being condemned by it; for 


which reaſon it was given to Iſhmael, without enquiry 
into his faith and repentance, though he was a youth 
| | grown 
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n up to maturity, and moreover vicious; and for the 
ame reaſon adminiſtered to all Abraham had any in- 
fluence over in his family, though adult, and perhaps 
wicked. As far however as circumciſion was a ſeal of 
the righteouſneſs of faith, it pre- ſuppoſed faith in Abra- 
ham; and if baptiſm be thus denominated, it properly 
belongs to them only who have faith; for there is not 
that reaſon for adminiſtering it to ſlaves, infants, and 
people in general, though wicked, which made cir- 
cumciſion a duty, it being an ordinance purely evangeli. 
cal, not a legal appointment which circumciſion was. 
To illuſtrate the great diſparity between the two, let us 
compare the adminiſtration of circumciſion, at Shechem 
Gen. xxxiv. and Gilgal. Joſh. v. with that of baptiſm, 
Acts ii. I he Shechemites were circumciſed upon no higher 
a principle, than that their prince might marry Dinah; 
at Gilgal, the adult males of Iſrael were circumciſed, 
without the leaſt perſonal enquiry, whether they were 
truly religious or not. But on the day of Pentecoſt, the 
converted Jews and Proſelytes (you will obſerve alſo, not- 
withſtanding they had been ready circumciſed) were 
baptized, upon a ſolemn proteflion of faith and re- 
pentance, previouſly obtained. Do you not plainly per- 
ceive the former to be a mere carnal rite, deſtitute of any 
analogy to the chriſtian ordinance? Suppole then we 
follow Mr. H's. jingle from p. 8. that waſhing with wa- 
ter is a common thing a cheap thing—a plain thing—an 
eaſy thing—a /af? thing—an expreſſive thing, while we 
ſmile at his miſtake, p. 12. that the being circumciſed 
(not the cruelty of Simeon and Levi) proved fatal to the 
Shechemites ; and equally ſmile at his pre/umption (built 
on the human alteration of the inſtitution from dipping to 
ſprinkling) that baptiſm was deſigned for infants, we can- 
not fee how the main thing” in the ordinance is ful- 


|| filled by infant-baptiſm; Ex. Gr. when he ſays, p. 13. 


The chief thing intended to be ſignified, is what God 
| ** doth for us and upon us, whence we infer ſomething to 
[| 4 be done by us,” does it not imply maturity of reaſon, » 
| | | make 
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make the ſact ſignified appear? You muſt allow this, of 
aſſert that baptiſm blindly “ conveys” ſalvation, p. 6. 
When too,' he repreſents it as ſignifying the blood and 
grace of Chriſt, to ſeal pardon and ſanctification, the 
{ubje& of it is preſumed to be actually forgiven, and 
conſequently to be a believer, agreeably to the words of 
Ananias to Saul, Be baptized and wa thy fins, or elſe 
it ſeals a mere nullity ; for you can bring neither ſcrip- 
ture nor good ſenſe, for conſtituting perſons . viſible be- 
« levers,” before it is poſſible they can believe; and 
cautiouſly as it is inſinuated, that baptiſm is a ſeal or 
token, upon condition of repentance (the dofrine of which 
we ſhall attend to hereafter) the goſpel always ſpeaks of 
it as following, not preceding repentance; and Mr. H's 
own reflections in different parts of his book imply as 
much; tis, ſays he annexed to repentance,” p. 
195. Hence, with the ſcripture, he defines it 7% 
anſwer of a good conſcience, p: 160. whereby we profeſs a 
relation to Chriſt, p. 161. and to put on Chriſt, which is 
a man's own, his perſonal and active profeſſion, as he are 
gues, p. 170, not the profeſſion of another for him. Tis 
an ordinance he further obſerves, by and ia which we 
* profeſs to believe, to depend upon, ro approve of, to have 
complacency in, and to oblige ourſelwes to comply with the 
deſign of the death of Chriſt, to have in baptiſm fellowſhip 
with his ſufferings, ſo as to have ſealed to us, our 
*« freedom from the condemning, and commanding power 
e of fin. Tis accordingly ſtiled, our” dedication ** of 
s gxr/elves to God, p. 42. our appointment of one head, 
* p. 60, our /ub/cription with our hand, p. 48. 58.” our 
engagement, to wait upon the ſpirit for our comfort, 
| © in his own way, becauſe we have fooliſhly ſought, and 
„ deſdair to find comfort in the creature, p. 64. Tis alſo 
* deſcribed, as a re/jgnation, and giving ourſelves to the 
Lord; a marriage-covenant, wherein the contract is 2 - 
© tual, p. 45. a fignification of our explicit conſent, the 
. © conſent of the will, from an aſſent of the underſtanding, 
' ſo as no longer to be our 8 but to acknowledge 9 
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« for our owner.” [It is alſo called, p. 48. 49. 
a ſelf-Jurrender, whereby we wn God, p. 50. and 
ſet our ſeal that he is true, p. 52, Tis treated therefore 
as the promi/e of all who are baptized, p. 177. a promiſe 


ſo ſtrictly ipeaking the perſon's own, that to falfify it 


is to /ay and unſay, p 158. and not to be honeft, for 
* an honeſt man will be as good as his word, p. 159 
Baptiſm moreover is conſidered, as an Oath of allegiance 
awd abjuration, p. 41. a military Oath, p. 162. which 
caving ſworn we mult perform; having vowed © we mult 
„pay, p. 184 having enli/ted ourſel ves as ſoldiers, and 
& accepted wages, we mult be good ſoldiers of Jeſus Chriſt,“ 
and not retraQ, becauſe ſuch retraction would be a crime 
equivalent to perjury, p. 183, 191. with much more of 
the kind, Does not the whole conſiſt alone, with a ca- 
pacity of underſtanding, adequate to the entrance into 
theſe engagements? And if 2 Pet. 1. 9. quoted p. 18g. 
refer more or leſs to baptiſm, the phraſe od fn muſt 
imply a capacity of aua fins. To apply the aforegoing 
remarks to infants; to ſpeak of infaats as 6etzmes en- 
«+ /i/ie4 under Chriit's banner; from the craale buried 
« avirh Chriſt in baptiſm ; and thereby engaged, that fin 
4% ſhould not have dominion, &.“ p. 185. is as little to 
the purpoſe as it was to lay, that the written words put 
into the dead man's mouth zin a ſenſe the /2/? words in 
his mouth} were his /a/? Nil! and Teftament. That ali men 
are bound to be the Lord's, by the natural relation they 


dear to him, is not the point in debate; bat whe- 


ther there lies any additional tie upon the conſcience, 
ſimply from the circumſtance of what a man's parents 
pretended to do for him in his infancy ? If Mr. Fs rea- 
toning, on the nature of baptiſin, have any meaning, or 
conſiſtency, the anſwer muit be, Ns: for it can by no 
means conſiit with the baptiſm of an infant 

The like infetence is deducible from his ſtatement, p. 
24 of our Lord's commiſſion, Matt. xxvii 19 for not- 


Fuhitanding he infinuate:. p. 10, that this command was 


only go and baptige, make all you can of uarriww, it 
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will not apply to new. born infants; It is derived from 
ua, to learn. The difference between it and 
0192TXw, to teach, v. 20. is, that it fignifies to lay the 
elements (gloixtia, rudiments, p 56.) whereas the lat- 
ter is to further the improvement in learning, tho' Matt. 
xili. 52. carries the former word much beyond this ex- 
planation. The texts referred to are unanimous, that 


the conſent of the perſon is neceſſary, to conſtitute him a 


diſciple of Chriſt, as Mr. H. ſays, Jeſeph of Arimathea 
was one, who had given himſelf up to be a diſciple 
[ heartily pity that hard-driven criticiſm, p. 11. which ſo 
obſtinately perſiſts, that to baptize is the mode of ex- 
* ecuting the command to diſciple.” John iv. i. Jeu 
made and baptized more diſciples than Fohn, directly con- 
fronts it, that making the diſciples was quite a diſtin& 
matter, and previous to the baptizing them. The words 
alſo, put into the mouth of the Jewiſh Proſelyte, Pro- 


ſelytum me fac, Make me a Proſclzte, expreſs a defire to 


learn. As to thoſe who will have none baptized,” 
till they are thoroughly learned I do not know them, 
nor can you point them out; yet upon theſe flimſy prin- 
ciples Mr. H maintains, that to diſciple and to baprize 
are one and the ſame act. He explains the command ac- 
cordingly, p. 25 ** chriftianize all nations, &c.” And 
let us now ſee the abſurdity of the interpretation. You 
will ſuffer me to lay down an obvious preliminary, That 
there is but one direction gi den here, reſpecting all the perſons 
to be baptixed. Now, applying this rule to the baptiſm _ 
of infants, the text according to Mr. HF, muſt run thus, 
© Go end diſci;le them by bapti/m. without previous teache 
„ing“. But what, Sir, does it direct in the cate of 

adult perſons? To diſciple them alſo by bapiiſm, with- _ 


out previous inftruttion ? „ No,” you will ſay. © They 


« were firſt to be taught then baptized.” But this is a 
conceſſion that ah figrifies to reach, and makes 
tau particular rules, where your Matter gives one unzver/al 
rule. You make him ſay what he does not, Teach adult 
«« perſons, and baptize them; but baptize infants with- 

„ ont 
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* out teaching.“ In ſhort if the commiſſion ordain, that the 


inſtruction of adult perſons ſhould precede their baptiſm, 
(as it is explained Mark xvi. 16.) then it excludes all who 


by baptiſm without previous inſtruction, then it enjoins, 
not only to baptize infants but perſons grown-up, in this 
uninſtructed manner; for there is no alternative. And 
will you abide by this laſt conſequence? Dr. Ridgley was 
ſo perſwaded of the weakneſs of attempting to prove in- 
fant-baptiſm from this text, that he publickly diſavowed 
it, in his Body of Divinity, Queſt. 166. But let the com- 
miſſion ſtand, as it properly does in our Bible, and we 
can readily ſee who, and who only, ought to be admitted 
into the viſible church, “ thoſe who are willing, ſays 
« Mr. H.“ all who profeſs faith“ in Chriſt, and obe- 
% dience to him;“ p. 25. 26. Only ſuch are © viſible 
5“ believers,” or have a title to the privileges, and com- 
munion of the church of Chrilt. | 
Much error has been propagated, by the uſe of phraſes 
unmeaning or equivocal. A /zal of the covenant of grace is 
one of theſe phraſes. A ſeal affixed to a deed or covenant, 
is that which ratifies the agreement. The covenant of 
grace is God's determination and engagement in his Son, 
to ſave ſinners; and I know of no ſeal, or ratification 
any man can have, of God's determination to ſave him 


peace of his mind, by the ſpirit of promiſe. Baptiſm has 
no clajm to this term, unleſs it can be made out, that it 


baptized, But though this is covertly inſinuated in ſeve. 
ral places, and 1s alſo expatiated upon, as if the off- 
ſpring of believers are, in the moſt abſolute ſenſe, joint. 
bheirs with their parents of the diſtinguiſting bleſſings of 
the covenant of grace; p. 34. the matter is put upon a dif- 
ferent footing ; that baptiim belongs not to the znternal, 
but external, adminiſtration of the covenant ; underſtand. 
ing by the latter, the revealed will of God to mankind, 
Now here a queſtion might be propoſed, whether, by 
i : ; the 


have not a degree of inſtruction; or if it mean, Diſciple 


in particular, but the blood of Chriſt applied, for the 


conveys or confirms the grant of ſalvation to the perſon 
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1 the divine appointment, any have a right to the external 
ordinance of baptiſm, who are not already poſſeſſed of 
| the internal adminiſtration of the covenant? The Jewiſh. 
; polity, we ſhall ſee, was of a very different conſtruction 
from the chriſtian church, and not intended to be a pat- 
tern for it. Mr. H alſo, p. 68. ſuppoſes more accu- 


rately, that the chearful ſubmiſſion of the firſt chriſtian 


converts to the ordinance, and that in the face of their 


_ countrymen, who had juſt crucified Chriſt, was a good 


implicit evidence of their inward religion, than that it 
was the practice of the Apoſtles, and is the duty of ſue- 
ceeding miniſters, to baptize all that offer, provided they 
make ſomething of a ſuperficial profeſſion of faith. Had 
this been the caſe, 'tis wonderful they were not miſtaken 
in more, than Simon Magus, and the very few that turn- 
ed out different from expectation. However if baptiſm 
be any kind of profeſſion, the perſon muſt be adult to 
make it. If it be a /eal in Mr. H's own ſenſe, p. 35. i. e, 
a mutual aſſurance of the ſincerity of the covenanters,” 
a new-born infant cannot be a party in ſuch a covenant. 
Or if there be any parallel, between the engagements en- 
tered into by baptiſm, and the covenanting ſign, Exod. 
 XX1, 6. wherein a ſervant's ear was bored, in token of his 


binding himſelf to his maſter for ever, p. 36. Still the 


act of ſurrender muſt be voluntary, as that was. Mr. H. 
further admits, p. 38. that we muſt have our con/ciences 
purged from dead works, before we can acceptably ſerve 
the living God; and why not in the duty of baptiſm ? 
for! cannot ſee how in baptiſm God © marks perſons 
for ſalvation”, and gives them a token, that he will be 
their God and they ſhall be his people (which is an abſolute 
[and unconditional promiſe) without their being fo far 
'adult, as to underſtand and exerciſe true religion; at leaſt, 
Not without maintaining} that God is abſolutely the God 
of every one baprized ; for ſuch he is preſumed to be of 
all. who are baptized upon a profeſſion of having expe» 
Tienced his effectual grace. The farther advance into 
he ſubſequent part of Mr. H' reflections on this head, 
the 
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the more inapplicable, I am convinced, baptiſm is to any 
other than profeſſing believers. How elſe can it be ſub- 
mitted to, in token of our believing in God the Father, 
«© Son, and Holy Ghoſt,” as the Iſraelites were bapti- 


ed eig Move, in token of having believed in Moſes, at 


the red-ſea? p. 40. The Apoſtle does not intimate to 


us, 1 Cor. x. ii. that the paſſage of their infants was 


conſidered as ſuch a baptiſm (any more than the paſſage 
of their Oxen, Aſſes and houſehold-ſtuff) but the fathers, 
who were at age to ſignify their © aſent, and conſent” 
How elſe, let me add, can baptiſm declare our“ throwing 
off the devil's yoke.” p. 42. diſclaiming conformity 
% to this preſent world, p. 44. reſignation of our who/e 
* ſelves, body, ſoul and ſpirit, to the Lord, in reſpect of 
„% duty, and dependance ; and our regard for the Sacred 


% Three?” p. 46. 47. If parents enter their children at 
| ſchool, © before they are able to chuſe for themſelves,” 


p. 56. they do not ſend them to ſchool before they are 


capable of being taught; and God makes his children 


willing Ps. ex. iii. when he admits them into his ſchool, 


But | am ſurprized Mr He's accommodating temper, did 


not alſo bring the ſending children to awet-nur/e, as an 
argument for baptizing them. We do not“ reproach 
our maſter,” by ſaying that he will not teach little 
„ ones;”” nor deny, that he can “ early inſtil his inſtruc. 
« tions into the ſoul,” We only contend that, as all little 
ones are not taught by him. baptiſm ought to be defer- 
red, till any appear to have had his teaching. The Bap- 
tiſts do not think, that baptiſm is the entrance into the 
ſchool of Chriſt, but a publick declaration, that the ſub. 
ject of it has entered. Neither are they ſo vain as, to ima- 


pros it in their oy oh to enter their children into Chriſt's 


chool. They expfeſs their prayers that they may be en- 
tered there; and if the Pedobaptiſts mean more than 
prayer, tis an infringement on Chriſt's own prerogative, 


whoſe province alone it is, to enter ſcholars into his 


ſchool; and no wonder he frowns upon the pretenſion; 


and experience proves it to be a very unſucceſsful, becauſe 


inadequate 
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inadequate method of realizing diſciples of Chriſt, ex- 
tending his kingdom in the world, and filling up the 


vacant places in the church-militant. Mr. H. p. 154. 
laments it as a“ ſin and a ſhame, that many who have 
been baptized and are called Chriſtians, know little of 
4% the doctrine of Chriſt.” The cauſe, however, of the 
Phenomenon is obvious. How can it be otherwiſe, 


when people are poſſeſſed of the notion, that they were 
made chriſtians and baptized, before they were capable 


of being taught? Would this complaint exift, were they, 
as directed by icripture, firſt of all taught, then baptized? 
This 1s the alone cure for the preſcnt melancholy preva- 
lence of ignorance, under cover of the name of Chriſt ; 
and is an additional reaſon, for the incompatibility of 
infant-baptiſm with the nature and de/ign of baptiſm. Let 
the ordinance be well underſtood, and regarded according 


to the primitive pattern, and mean as it may ſeem “ in the 


eyes of carnal people, p. 65. it will appear great and 
glorious to the ſpiritually-minded. But it is not to in- 

fant-ſprinkling that we muſt look, for an inſtitution deſ- 

piſed by carnal people. It is the idol which they worſhip. 

The baptiſm of believers, to be ſure they deſpiſe; and 
there is a very competent reaſon to be given for their con- 

tempt, that All men haue not faith, [ am Sir, &c. 


LETTER u. 
 Infani-baptiſm inconſiſtent with 


ſcripture. 
Rev. SIR. 8 


40 | „ 1 | 
| AVING opened at large the nature of baptiſm,” 
and the inconſiſtency or infant baptiſm therewith, we 
readily agree with Mr. H. in the © general roy” he 
Dh 885 | e 
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down; that our Mafter hath directed us, to baptize al! 
* nations; and that we muſt ** proceed by a judgment 
4 of charity upon a plauſible profeſſion,” provided the per- 
ſon making that profeſſion be ready to give a reaſon of the 
hope that is in him, with meekneſs and fear 1 Pet. iii. 156 
We have no diipute with the Author then, that Heathens, 
4 Jews, Turks,” yea all who /erioufly profeſs faith in 


Chriſt and obedience to him, are to be baptized ; tho' We | 


admire how it comes to paſs, if circumciſion were a ſeal 
of the covenant of grace, and the Jews, being circumciſed, 
were, according to Mr. H. ſealed in that covenant before, 
p. 91. and their females baptized, as he aſſerts p. 2. 
that theſe Jews, upon being converted to chriſtianity, 
muſt be baptized. Does it not put them upon that level 
with heathens, and gentile ſinners, he 1s ſo afraid of? 
If too, circumcifion were tantamount to baptiſm, is not 
a repetition of the ſeal unneceſſary, and a ſpecies of Ana- 
baptiſm? I ſubmit theſe ideas to conſideration and pro- 
ceed. When a man has a particular point at heart, the 
predilections of his own mind furniſh him with plauſible 
arguments, which being ſatisfactory to himſelf, he is 
amazed are not fo to other people. The abſurdities of 
Popery have each its ſpecific reaſons, which, Mr. H. well 
obſerves, p. 153. have pleaded a great deal of decency 
« and ſignificancy, therein; and in our day, the unclean 
doctrine of Polygamy has ſtretched its reaſons (more 
particularly from the Old Teſtament alſo) through three 
octavo volumes. No wonder then that infant-baptiſm, 


= being fondly embraced, has its oſtenſible reaſons. We too 


have our reaſons, for doubting of the propriety of the prac- 
tice ; one of which, by the way, Mr. H. has helped us to p. 
67. the very ſame that excites his abhorrence of the com- 
pulſive methods the Spaniards took, in converting and 
baptizing the Indians; Chriſt will have a// his ſubjects 
«© willing in the day of his power,” Infant-baptiſm im- 
preſſes men, without conſulting their reaſon, and againſt 
their will, as their behaviour, when capable of choice, 
teſtifies. Will it be maintained, that it is only to what was 

OT | | antecedently 
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antecedently their duty? The ſame argument would juſti⸗ 
fy the Span;ſo compulſion of the Indians, to what Was 
as much their duty; and a vaſt deal might be urged about 
their obſtinacy, and a ſtrong deſire of the ſalvation of 
their ſouls, in apology for chaſtening their bodies, to 
bring them to baptiſm. But after all the chief queſtion 
is, what ground has infant-baptiſm in the word. of God ? 
And had Mr, H. brought us one good proof, of its being 

* a truth once delivered to the ſaints,” and the good od 


way, | he might have ſpared all his unneceſſary, 
remarks. This, the moſt important part, however, 


he profeſſes to © fret lightly,” i becauſe, he tells us, 0 | 
* much has been ſaid and written, and ſo learnedly,“ 
and unanſwered withal, even in his ud that to be large 
| would 
5 


1 The mention of this text reminds me of an anecdote which? had from perſons 
of undoubted veracity ; that the Rev. JOHN EVANS, father of Dr. J O H N 


EVANS (authnr of the CHRISTIAN TEMPER) mentioned in the NONCON- 


FORMIST's MEMORIAL. V. II. p. 645. as Paſtor of a Church at WREXHAM ut 
DENBIGHSHIRE, interrogating one of his members, How fhe become a Baptiſt? 
The good woman anfwered, that he had convinced her of the duty. Being afkeds 
How ? She reminded him that preaching ſometime before on this text, he propoſed 
to point out ſome of the diſtingulſhing marks of the GOOD OLD WAT; and the 
very firit mark ſpecified was, That Chriſt and his Apoſtles were at the head of this 


way; upon which ſhe concluded, that ſhe muſt not look to MOSES, but to CHRIST 


and his apoſtles, for Chriſtian-ordinances ; and ſhe could not find infant- baptiſm 
in their precepts or practice; which juſt obſervation contributed, with 
other conſiderations, to raiſe thoſe ſeruples in the good man's mind, that he diſuſed 
infant. baptiſm, or what is called ſo, for ſeveral years before his weakneſs of body 
laid him aſide from the exerciſe of his miniſtry.- I beg leave to add here a rematk, 
on an hint ſuggeſted in the work hefore reterred to p. 617. that ſome perſons at- 
Enowledged to Mr. HUGH OWEN, that d1iputes about baptiſm in WREXHAM, 
had made a great breach, diſhonoured God, occaſioned the contempt of religion, 

and the loſs of the preſence of God, and put a Stop to the work of converſion. I am 
authorized to contradict this-account ; And to declare, that whatever bad tempers, 


towards the Baptiſts, any Individuals have lamented, God has not been diſhonoured 


nor his preſence loſt, nor the work of converſion ſtopped in that Church, nor has 
religion been expoſed to contempt, any otherwiſe than that they who make Chtiit 
their pattern, and do not conform to this world, will, like their Lord Was 
be deſpiſed by the world; neither has there ever been any breach, on account of 

baptiſm of any other account whatſoever, except the departuze of three or four; or 
half a dozen people (of no conſrderation except for their ill- nature) might be bernd. 

et ægreut breach. 
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would be“ Joſt labour.” Pity but he had pointed ont 


to vs theſe elaborate and unanſwered treatiſes ; becauſe 


I never ſaw them; except this be the view of their un- 
anſwerableneſ5, that when a ſufficient reply is given, it is 


the cuſtom not to take the leaſt notice of that reply, but, 


after ſome time, ro iſſue out the very ſame arguments 


again, as if no anſwer had been given them. Mr, E's 
cauſe alſo wears but a very indifferent aſpect, that he is 


obliged to introduce his arguments with railing. Sound 
reaſoning does not need ſuch props. Not to ſay, that 
the enormities at Munſter have been malevolently exag- 
gerated, beyond all reaſon and truth; and that the rios 
of an inconſiderable rabble there. are no more charge 
able on the general body of Baptiſts, than the late riots 


in the City of London, are chargeable on the general 


body of Engliſh Proteſtants, it is with an ill-grace that 


we are ſo peeviſhly twittcd, wich the iniquities of that 
ſhort-lived faction, whilſt the Papiſts, and other Pedo- 
baptiſts, have been guilty of ten thouſand times greater 


cruelties; and whilit this floty. and this ozly, is 1o fre- 


quently throvn out as diſhenourable to them, the Bup- 


tills are comforted with the reflection, that when their 
enemics have {aid this, they bave nothing more to re- 
preach them with; and that it would have been equally 
ridiculous to ſay, that the A poſtles of Chriſt were traitors 
to their Lord, becauſe Judas, one of them, betrayed 
him. It diſcovirs ignorance or malice alſo to aſſert, 


that “ the greater part of the Baptiſts, in our day, run 


% into. extremes direftly oppofite to each other, and 


_*: equally diſtant from the truth as it is in Jeſus,” al. 


ledging the denial of infant-baptiſm as the cauſe. Are 
they more diſtant from the truth than the Pedobaptiſts? 


How many of the latter zealouſly deny the plenary in- 


ſpiration of fcripture, the doctrine of the Trinity al- 
moſt the whole of divine influence, the atonement of 


Chriſt, the immateriality of the ſoul, the real crimi- 
nality of mens actions, and the nature and duration of 
future puniſhments! Do the Baptiſt run into extremes 


more 


fl r . 
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more dangerous? And what if I were to impute them to 
the probable influence of infant-baptiſm? I am ſure I 
ſhould have better reaſons on my fide: for inſtance, 
when the venerable names of Father, Son and Holy- 
Ghoſt are uſed, in fo trifling a manner as is generally 


_ practiſed, is it a wonder that the doctrine of the bleſſed 


Trinity is fo little ſet by? As for the unconditionality of 
the goſpel-covenant, for which we are cenſured ; to 
aſcribe to much glory to God, in the matter of ſalvation, 
were the charge true, I confeſs is not in common a Pedo- 
baptiſt- error. Even Mr, H. who ſpeaks of God as a 
free-agent, in diſpenſing his own grace, of the election of 
grace, p. 62. and that of his own free-will God begets 
with the word of truth, p 126 (language unconditional, 
which alſo all of you adopt iz prayer) and though ſome 


good people have rather too haſtily valued him, as an 


evangelical expoſitor, which you bleſs God for; yet 


from the whole drift of this book, and his uniform pro- 


feſſions of conditionality, is plainly of that double-faced 
ſyſtem Baxterianiſm. The Two-faced Janus, amonſt the 
Romans, might be a natural emblem of war, becauſe 


deſcriptive of that duplicity, and thoſe ſtratagems, 


which are thought lawful and neceſſary to deceive an 
enemy; but it is ſo incongruous to the religion of Jeſus, _ 
that, in the preſent caſe, the Apoſtle Paul poſitively de- 
clares againſt ſuch an incoherent mixture, of divine 
grace and human conditions. V by grace, then it is no 
more of works. But if it be of works, then it is no more 


grace; otherwiſe work is no more work, Rom. xi. 6. If 


alſo the Baptiits are r thankful to God, tis the more 
pardonable, becauſe in truth, ſeeing nothing in them- 
lelves to build upon. as a condition of obtaining the di- 
vine favour, were not God's covenant unconditional, 


and their ſalvation entirely of his own grace, they would 


for ever deſpair. And this ſentiment about free-grace is 
one very ſubſtantial reaſon, why they do not acknow- 
ledge infant-baptiſm ; becauſe they pretend not to ſtipu- 
late with God for their children, or fancy them 42s, and 
| = entitled 
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entitled to goſpel privileges, by de/cent from them, p, 223. 
They think the opinion derogates from the honour, and 
deſtroys the freene/s of grace. As another of the ex- 


1 tremes this people run into, why did not the Author 


mention, that they are very ſtrict in their examination of 
perſens, previouſly to their admiſſion to church- member- 


vn ſhip, and this alſo becauſe they believe free-grace, and 


that no one is, by nature or deſcent, better or more privi- 
leged, than another? Why did he not alſo accuſe them 
of too great rigidneſs, in their attention to the morals 
and ſpirituality of their members? | fear we ſhould have 
found it difficult to obtain evidence, for retorting the 
charge generally, upon Mr. H's denomination, I leave 
the epithets of unuatural and uncharitable, with only ob- 
ſerving here, that we deny our children no ſpiritual pri- 
vileges, which the ſeed of believers, as ſuch, ever had, 
A ſhort remark will ſuffice alſo for the nick- name Anas 
baptiſts, ſo good-naturedly thrown out againſt us, p. 70. 
Deficient as infant-ſprinkling is in defending itſelf, this 
title given to its oppoſers, is a mere begg7ng of the queſtion, 
and greatly reſembles Lord Peler's method of proving his 
brown-loaf, to be fi/h, fieſh, and fowl, Tis a poor cauſe 
id that requires opprobrious names to keep it in countenance. 
| Biſhop Burnet, Dr. Deddridage and others allow, that Paul 
did baptize ſome, even adult perſons, who had received 
5 what they thought baptiſm before, becauſe it was re- 
ceived in a blind, uninſtructed and ignorant manner; 
Acts xix 5. much more then would the Apoſtle have 
deemed infant-ſprinkling, to be of no validity. 


it In ſtating the grounds of infant-baptiſm, p. 72 J ob. 


ſerve, that if the principles upon Which it is judged de- 
1 fenſible, were practically adhered to, they would confine 
| the adminiſtration to about a quar/er, Or one third of 
thoſe to whom it is now profeſſedly given. Mr. H ad- 
J mits, that “ if the parents are profane and ſcandalous, or 
| deny the fundamental articles of the chriſtian religion, 
& or refuſe to conſent to the covenant of grace,“ (as all 
unregener ate men, moral and immoral do) their children 
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c are not to be baptized.” If then the Pedobaptiſt- mini- 
ters were conſiſtent, the number admitted would be com- 


DParatively ſmall. Whereas now generally, both in the 


Church of England and amongſt Diſſenters, all the chil» 
dren preſented are ſprinkled, let the parents be what they 
may; yea, even baſe-born children. And indeed if it bo 


the child's privilege or benefit, I do not ſee why the pa- 


rent's fault ſhould be an impediment ; “ for (as Arch. 
Leighton well argues on this point Letter, 1 Select Works, 
p. 548) » that it is the parent's faith gives the child a 
right to it, is neither clear from ſcripture, nor any 


« ſound reaſon.” Mr. F. however is poſitive, that a 


« plauſible profeſſion, not contradicted by evident igno- 
e rance or wickedneſs,” p. 76. is neceſſary to make good 
the child's title; and thereby lays himſelf open to a like 
charge he exhibits againſt the Baptiſts; for he ſuppoſes 
the children to be partakers of their parent's corruptions, 
and cuts them off from the privileges he annexes to bap- 
tiſm. Nay, ſo cruel is he to the children of irreligious 
parents, for no fault of their own, that he denies them 
the aid of their charitable neighbours, who, by ſtanding 
Sponſors, might make them members of Chriſt, children of 
God, and inheriters of the kingdom of heaven. And all 
thoſe who have the unhappineſs (as 2% children certainly 
have) to be the off-ſpring of unconverted people, he would, 
full as much as he /ays the Baptiſts do, leave“ in the 
“ kingdom of darkneſs ; ?' deliver over to © ſatan, as 
„ members of his viſible kingdom; and bid, Go and 
«© ſerve other Gods,” p. 106. for he inſiſts, that they 
have no right to baptiſm ; and accordingly puts parents, 
p. 223 upon examining themſelves, what title their chil- 
dren have by deſcent ; becauſe their children cannot have 
higher or greater privileges than themſelves, as the ſtreams 
cannot riſe higher than the ſpring ; and that if the church 
be impoſed on, God is not mocked &c, q d. Should 
« the child of an unbeliever, in a ſurreptitious manner, 


6 creep into the covenant, and obtain the ſeal thereof, 


„ ſuch baptiſm is not valid, becauſe the child had no 
| | rig. 
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« right to it.“ I would willingly then have entertained 
an hope, that Mr. H. did not account the adult baptiſm 
of theſe innocent impoſtors, to be Anabaptiſm, but that 
unluckily I recollected, in Dr. Calamy's life and times of 
Mr. Baxter, p. 513. that Mr., Dgwvies, of Rothwell, in 

e , 6nd reckok Ti Pefvifm to be null 
«< and ,p for which offence theſe called the Uni- 
« ted Miniſters, (out of zeal for the truth of Chriſt, no 
doubt) did enter a public and bitter proteſt againſt him, 
as a fool, and as guilty of rebaptizing. But he acted more 
conſiſtently with his principles than thoſe, who firſt of all 
profeſs, that the infants of believers alone are entitled to 
baptiſm, and then give their public ſanction to that of 
the ſeed of unbelievers, I conteſs [ am not ſatisfied with 
Mr. Z's plauſible repreſentation, of the office of Godfa- 
thers or Sponſors. Hiſtory is very clear, that they not only 
atteited the faith of adult perſons, but actually anſwered 
inſtead of infants, that they believed, and defired to be 
baptized; a practice too, that being coeval with infant- 
baptiſm, will point to us its true origin, Baptiſm was held 
to be neceſſary to ſaivation. A previous confeſſion was 
neceſſary to baptiſm. The infant could not make the in- 
diſpenſable confeſſion. Conſequently another anſwered 
for him. And it is ſo uſed univerſally, wherever ſpon- 
ſors have kept their footing. But leaving this, Mr. H. 
having firſt charged the Baptiſts, with limiting the privi- 
leges of the covenant, and then fallen into the ſuppoſed 
error himſelf, thinks he has infant-baptiſm at laſt, upon 
its rignt baſis. Here then we are preſented with /ix ar- 
guments, including many ſubordinate ones, in all which 
he has certainly ſaid curious things. though nothing new 
or unanſwered. For inſtance on the Firft, ** That the in- 
«« fants of believing parents are in covenant with God, 
„ and therefore have a right to the initiating ſeal,” he 
tells us, It is po/eble they inay be—it is probable they 
ſhould be—it is certain they were—1t is certain therefore 
they are, in this covenant; but | am ready to think he 
was not quite pchitive of the two laſt particulars 3 becauſe 
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i: is impertinent, to bring poſſibility and probability to the 
aid of certainty. I obſerve too, that were infants, in the 


higheſt ſenſe he can ſuppoſe, in covenant with God, with- 


out expreſs authority, he has no right to adminiſter any 
ordinance by way of /zal to that covenant. The ſeed of 
believers before Abraham, and many of his pious cotem- 


R poraries (ſuch as 70. Lot, Melchiſedec &c.) had none; 


the female feed even of Abraham had none; and unlets 
Mr. H. bring clear and expreſs warrant for adminiſtering 
baptiſm, his con/equent (notwithſtanding all his pofibiliries, + 
prebabilities, and fancied analogies) will fink 1n the eyes 
of an unprejudiced perſon, who 1s conſcious how full of 
deception implicit deductions often are; and who re- 
members it is written, Add not unto his words, leſt be re- 
prove thee, and thou he found a liar, Prov. xxx 6. Tis 
true, “ the crown may devolve upon au infant,” p. 80. 
But will you ſay, that the ceremony, of coronation 
would be wiſely performed upen him, before it can be 
known, whether he is a rational man or an idiot? An 
infant zxay be an object of God's ſpecial love; but as that 
cannot be aſcertained but by years, tis beſt to wait till 
that time to adminiſter the tokens of that love. If Mr. 
H. be right, that in baptiſm and the Lord's ſupper, 
though the thing ſignified be the fame, the manner of 
de fignification is different. (implying alſo a variation, in 
the ſubjects of the two ordinances) why, ſuppoſing circum- 
ciſion and baptiſm to have the ſame meaning, may not 
the ſame variation in the ſabjects take plate ? If the Jews 
iſh infants were circumciſed, it appears alſo from Exod. 
x11. 26. that they eat the paſſover, peremptory as is Mr. 
He's. aſſertion to the contrary.—But | deny his Antecedent, 
that the children of believers, as /uch, are in a ſpiritual 
ſenſe in covenant with God, or more entitled to the pri- 
vileges and bleſſings of his covenant, than the ſeed of hea. 
thens, or unbelievers; and in order to ſhew the fallacy 
of his reaſoning (1 on the prſibrlity of his notion, it is 
proper to remark, that, p. 33 he maintained the cove- 
nant of grace to be publithed condirionally, implying 
| | 5 reftipulation 


( 24 ) 

reſtipulation on the creature's part. But as it 6ccurred 
that an infant cannot reſtipulate, we are preſented, p. & 2. 
with two inſtances of covenants, made without reſtipula- 
tion. It happens however, that both theſe are uncond;- 
tional covenants, 1. e. promiſes made to the earth, that 
God would not again overflow it, and his ſpecial engage- 
ment concerning his choſen, Heb, viii. 10. 1 will put 
my laws into their minds, and write them in their hearts, &c. 
Theſe two unconditional proofs are brought to ſupport the 
conditional covenant, he aſſerts infants to be in. Aware 
however of ſome incon ſiſteney, immediately he ſhifts the 
Point in debate, and reminds us, that Nabnen ſigni- 
fies as well a feſtament, and that infants “ may have be- 
Nefit by a teſtament.” But this evaſion makes nothing for 
him; for either the legacy is conditional or unconditional; 
if the latter, then the ſeed of believers, a: ſuch, are irre- 
vocably entitled to ſalvation; if the former, then there 
muſt be a reſtipulation, which in infancy is impoſſible ; 
or if, as he ſays, p- 94. it be ſuſpended upon a condi- 
tion to be performed in future, “ ſo that if they pay the 
*« rent, and do the ſervice, they ſhall ſhare the benefits 
© of it;“ though id is an odd way of talking, in a Divine 
of Mr, H's. reputed orthodoxy, and in fact implies an 
impoll bility of ſalvation, yet it does not favour his idea, 
of the {uperior title of a believer's ſeed to the bleſſings of 
God's covenant ; for the children of an unbeliever have 
as good a title to ſalvation, f they believe, as thoſe of a 
believer ; nay, as much may be ſaid of the moſt aban- 
doned finners, and of the ſavage Indians; but that, as 
Mr. H. allows, is no reaſon for baptizing them, until they 
| believe. From hence then it follows, either that the chil- 
dren of believers are pat, by the faith of their parents, 
unalterably into the covenant of grace, or elſe that baptiſm 
ought to be adminiſtered, to the intants of all men, whe- 
ther belirvers or not if the former of theſe alternatives 
be denied, Mr FH's argument, that becauſe a believer's 
ſced poſſibly may be, therefore they actually are in cove- 
nant with God, falls of conrle,-Methinks alſo he ſuſ- 


pets 
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pects its inſtability, by ſuggeſting, as a ſapport to it, a 
remark, that “ children have been ſanctified from the 
„ womb, and that John the Baptiſt was filled with the 
Holy Ghoſt from his mother*s womb.” But what then? Was 
he thus ſanctified in virtue of his parents being be- 
lievers? Or was it not rather, for the particular purpoſes 
for which he was ſent into the world? May not the child 
of an unbeliever po//ibly be ſanctiſied from the womb? 
And are not the offspring of believers often unſanctifſied, 
living and dying? “ How then ſhall we diſtinguiſh be- 
tween thoſe who are, and thoſe who are not ſanctified? 
Are we to conclude generally, that a believer's children 
are in the covenant of grace, and baptize them upon a 
mere peradventuie, becauſe a very few have been ſancti- 
fied from the womb? But ſays Mr. H. : 
2, * It is highly probable, that the children of believers 
© ſhould be in covenant with God.” And here he 
falls into ſimilar inconſiſtencies; as. (1) That infants are 
« parts of their parents.“ True, they ſpring from them. 
But ſpiritual benefits are not conferred by ſuch a rela- 
tion. They are at of fleſh, dor of blood, John 5 13. 
But children“ are ſaid to be in the loins of their pa- 
& rents, Heb. vii 10. and in them to act and receive.“ 
That is, when Abraham pave tithes to Melchizedec, 
Gen. xiv. 20. Levi unborn paid tithes in Abraham. 
But if this example had any weight, it would deſtroy 
baptiſm altogether. For the parallel muſt run thus; 
When Abraham paid | When a man therefore is 
tithes, Levi, his great Grand- | baptized, all his poſterity, 
ſon, being in his loins, | in his loins, are Firtually 
Virtually paid tithes. baptized. 
The concluſion is, that the deſcendants of baptized 
perſons are not to be baptized, Mr. Wakefield, and the 
whole denomination of 2uakers, would be glad of this 
parallel. But where the argument for infant- baptiſm 
1s, I cannot diſcern; nor how, becauſe parents ought 
to give up their children to God in prayer, therefore 
they are bound to do it in . or more in ban 
than 
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man the Lord's ſupper, But (2) Mr. E. tell us, “ All 


other covenants which God made with men, have 


taken in the ſeed of the covenanters. And here he very 
plainly inſinuates, that according to the covenant of 
grace, the ſalvation of children is to ſtand or fall by 
that of their parents, as the covenant of works included 
Adam and his poſterity. My Bible teaches me to draw - 
a parallel between Adam and Chriſt, as the repreſenta- 
tives of their reſpective ſeeds; but not between Adam 
and believing parents — The covenant with Noah we 
have already ſeen was no other than a promz/e, no more 
to cut off all fleſh, and the reference to it in Is. Lv1 9. 
ielates only to the eflab/i/hment of the covenant of grace 
to the church of Chriſt, not that the infants of believers, 
as ſuch, are included in that covenant.—To make a 
covenant allo, ſometimes ſignifics to ue a command, as 
Hitfrus, on the Covenants Rook 1. Chap. I. iii. will in- 
torin you, Hence the Decalogue, or ten commandments, 
15 called a covenant, Ex. xxxiv. 28. and this is exactly 
the meaning of the word in Deut xxtx. II. It could 
not be a type of the covenant of grace,” as it was 
merely a publication of the law, on which acccount it 
was binding on the ſtrangers as much as Iſraelites; on 
perſons abſent, as well as thoſe preſent, v. 15.—The 
promiſe allo, Gal. iii. 17 was not made to the natural 
ſeed of believers as ſuch, but to Chriſt and his Church, 
in a ſpiritual ſenſe, as is expteſsly declared, v. 16.— 
But it ſeems, there was a grant by Covenant, of prieſt- 
hood to Phinehas and his family, and of royalty to 
David and his family; from whence it is argued, that 
the children of believers are probably in the covenant 


of grace with their parents. But is it not equally fu- 


tile as to aſſert, becauſe ſome penſions take in a man. 
and all his family, therefore all do? The Author's allu- 
ſion to the covenant with David, likewiſe, is re- 
markably unfortunate. A of David's family were not 
to be kings, as it is contended that al/ the feed of be- 
lievers are in the better covenant, Unhappily he has 

e adduced 


(27. 
adduced a cafe, in which a covenant with the parent, 


does not include all his ſeed, but merely a particular 
line; the moſt probable inference from which is, that all 


the ſeed of beljevers are not to be baptized, but only 


particular perſons; and we allow, all that believe-may. 
As to the concluding hint, that Chriſtians are kings 
and prieſts unto God,” tis ſo ſimilar to the method 


taken, by the venerable St. Epiphanius. to prove our 
Lord's mother a/wways à virgin, (becauſe our Lord is 


called a Lion that therefore his mother was a Lone/5, 


and a Lione/s can have but one conception, &c ) that [ 


am ſurprized you did not ſee the abſurdity, of drawing 
literal concluſions from figurative premiſes. —Willing 
however to ſcrape together, all the probabilities he can 
put any face upon, Mr, H. (3) Shifts his ground, and 


leads us to the kindneſs God hath, on ſome (not all) 


occaſions, expreſſed for certain little children. But how 
did his ſparing the children of Nineveh, Jonah iv. 11. 
diſcover his regard for them in a ſpiritual ſenſe; or his 
deſtruction of the children of Sodom and Gomorrah, 
diſcover his ſpiritual hatred of them? And what has 
this to do with the children of believers being, in right 
of their parents, in covenant wih God? Were not 
the Ninevites unbelievers? Will you be ſo kind as to 


inform us alſo, whether it was a mark of love or 


hatred, when the circumci/ed little children of Dathan 
and Abiram (who, according to Mr. H were “ viſible 
« believers,” engrafted into Chriſt,” and ſealed in 
the covenant of Grace, yet) all avent down alive into 
the pit, with their parents whom the earth ſwallowed 
up, Num, xvi? The other inſtance is more to the pur- 
ole, and will be conſidered hereafter. Suffice it now to 
obſerve, that if Jeſus b/z/?d, he did not baprize infants. 


So ill-founded are Mr. H's probabilities ; though were 


they well-founded, a million of them would not amount 
to one proof, which a man that examines for himiclt 
could depend upon, Let us proceed then, 
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were in covenant ;?*” and hard is he put to it to make out 
ſome ſmall intimation, that in the primitive ages of the 


world, the children of the godly were, on their parents 


account, conſidered as in the covenant of grace. But he 


is obliged to confeſs, © It doth not very evidently ap- 


pear ;?? and, in fact, it doth not appear at all, But if ſo 


neceſlary, why not appear at that time? Why was not 


{ome ſuch ſign affixed to Adam and to Seth, to Enoch 
and to Noah, as it is inſiſled circumciſion was after- 
wards? The Jews, ſoon after the promulgation of chriſ- 


tianity, ſet up this idea of circumciſion, to oppoſe it to 
the humbling ſcheme of the goſpel, and were anſwered 


exactly in theſe words, by n Martyr, in his Dialogue 


with Trypho, about 140 years aſter Chriſt. The Sabbath 
was neceſſary, and we have plain intimation of it. The 


promiſe of the Saviour was neceſſary, and it was given. 
And if the faith of believing parents initiated their 


children into the covenant of grace, was not that of ſuf-. 


ficient importance to be plainly told, and not left to ſuch 
improbable hints, as Mr. H has brought together. If 
the Godly, finding their admonitions abroad ineffectual, 


at leaſt endeavoured to keep up the decent ** face of reli» 


gion, in their own families; did they therefore conſider 
their children, as aQually in the covenant of grace, and 


pretend to ſeal them there? „ In the patriarchal ages, 


& profeſſors were called Sons of God, Gen. vi. 2. but 
not as, or becauſethey were the poſterity of Seth. In that 


caſe Cain, being the ſon of Adam, and Adam a believer, 


was alſo a Son of God, and both he and his poſterity, of 
courle, in the covenant of grace, like as Mr. H. main- 
tains all the poſterity of Abraham, good and wicked alike, 
have been, by virtue of his faith. The truth is, men 
were not called Sons of God, till they began to call upon 
the name of the Lord, Gen. iv. 26. The longevity of Adam, 
Seth and Enos, enabled them to ſee many of their poſte- 
rity, grown up to maturity. And not only, did the real- 
ly godly amongſt them worſhip God in the truth, _ 

| | | the 


3. To his certainty, Tis certain, he ſays, „children 
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the influence and examples of their pious fathers, for a 
conſiderable time overawed the reſt, that, at leaſt, they 
carried upon them the form of godlineſs. They were 
therefore called the Sons of God, becauſe they profeſſed 
ſo to be. That profeſſion was apparently voluntary, 
however really conſtrained, as the event manifeſted, 
What is there in all this, of the parents ſuppoſing their 
children to be holy by deſcent, p. 226. and in the covenant, 
before they could give any evidences of their piety ? In 
no other ſenſe was the profeſſion of religion 2xtailed 
upon families,“ as far as we have any documents from 
hiſtory, than that good men endeavoured to inſti] princi- 
ples of truth, into the minds of their deſcendants. Fail- 
ing hitherto then, Mr. H. in common with others of his 


ſentiments, flies eagerly to the Abrahamic-covenant, to 


prove the ſeed of believers, as ſuch, to be in the cove- 


nant of grace. It will be proper therefore, to ſtate that 


matter briefly, before we proceed further. We do not 
deny that there was a ſenſe, in which the ſeed of Abra- 
ham, after the fleſh, was in covenant with God. Yet 
not all the poſterity of Abraham. Iſhmael was his Son, 
but not included in the promiſed ſeed; for it was ſaid, 
In Iſaac ſhall thy feed be called, Gen. xvii. 20. Nor was 
Eſau, Iſaac's eldeſt ſon, in it; for the promiſe ran in the 
line of Jacob; and that not on account of Eſau's profane 
rejection of his birth- right; but from the ſovereign ap- 
pointment of God, before the children were born, or had 
done good or evil, Rom. ix. ii. J mention theſe things 


to remind you, that it was not merely the being born of 


Abraham, or the being circumciſed, that gave intereſt in 
the Abrahamic-covenant: So that here, to go no further, 
the proof fails, that the children of believing parents, as 


uch (i. e. of courſe) are in the covenant of grace, or, in 


any ſenſe at all, in covenant with God; for Iſhmael and 
Eſau were both children of eminent believers, and more- 
over circumciſed, without the ſmalleſt hint that they were 
ſealed in covenant; nay, Mr. H. allows, p. 241, and 


267. that the covenant or adoption was not eſtabliſhed 
„with 
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« with Iſhmael,” but only with * Iſaac.” Yet there is 
a great and glorious meaning in the promiſes, Gen xii. 3. 


In thee ſhall all families of the earth be bleed, and Gen. 
xvii 7. I ail be a God to thee and thy ſeed after thee. 


The former text ſpeaks of the coming of Chriſt of 


Abraham's ſeed ; from whence Peter calls the Jews, zhe 
children of the covenant God made with their fathers, ſaying 
unto Abraham, And in thy ſeed ſhall all kindreds of the 
earth be bleſed, Acts wit. e5 by which he certainly 


meant no more, then that they were the children of 


thoſe to whom the promiſe was made; not that, becauſe 
they were the natural ſeed of Abraham, they had a ſpe- 


_ cial intereſt in the bleſſings of the covenant. The 


Apoſtle Paul * referring to this it promiſe Gal. 
111. 17. (as will appear from tracing the 430 years, 
v. 18. which can only conſiſt with this date,) tells us, it 
was not made to the Jews as /xch, but had a ſpiritual 
meaning; not to ſeeds as of many, but as of one, to thy 
feed, which is Chriſt; for whether it relate to Chriſt 
perſonally, or to him and his church, it muſt be under» 
itood ſpiritually, and cannot be extended to the whole 
natural poſterity of Abraham. The other promiſe, Gen. 
XV11. 7. involves this. It contains a renewal of the 
«© promiſe to Abraham, which ſeems to have been ne- 
« ceſſary, before the eſtabliſhing of the covenant with 
« him for his natural offspring, that it might appear 
« the former grant was not diſannulled by it; but that 
« the latter was to ſubſerve the ends of the former. But 
„ our preſent enquiry is, of what nature the covenant 
« is, that God eſtabliſhed with Abrahau, v. 7. 8. . to 


% the 14th. And in order hereunto we muſt conſider, 


*© who are this ſeed of Abraham, with whom it is 
& made. One view was, that Abraham ſhould be the 
Father of all true believers, who are ſaid to be his 
ſeed, and children by faith, Gal, iti. 7. and to whom 


the promiſe, I will be the Cod of thy ſeed, belongs in the 


higheſt ſenſe ; the Apoſtle plainly diſtinguiſhes between 
theſe and Abraham's natural ſeed, as /uch, Rom, ix. 8. 
| They 


| them a land flowing with milk and honey. 
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ey wvhich are the children of the fleſh, theſe are not the 


children of God, but the children of the promiſe, to whom 


ſpiritual promiles were alone made, are counted for the 
feed. The other view was peculiar to Abraham's zatz- 
ral poſterity, and in this reſpect the promiſe, 7 will be 
a God to thee, and thy ſeed after thee, was not made in a 
ſpiritual ſenſe; but ran, as explained, v. 8. Twill give 
unto thee, and to thy ſeed after thee, the land wherein thou 
art a ſtranger, all the land of Canaan, for an everlaſf= . 
ing poſſeſſion ; and 1 will be their God; that is, in a na- 
tional and worldly manner more eſpecially, though the 
everlaſting poſſeſſion ſpoken of could not mean unlimited 
duration. This ſenſe is clear, if the whole paſſage be 
brought forward (as it ſeldom is) in the debate; this is 
the interpretation alſo alluded to, Deut. xxix. which you 
quote from Mr. Towgoed, p. 85, and it is further con- 
krmed by the explanation God gives of it, Jer. xi. 5. 
The oath which I have ſworn unto your Fathers, to give 
| Theſe tao 
views of the Abranamic-covenant being ſo plain, ought 
to be kept cautiouſly d;Find?. But it has been the miſe 
fortune of Pedobaptiſt writers, to confound them toge- 
ther. Thus they have argued the zazural and the /piri- 
tual, to be one and the ſame ſeed; or that the natural is 
ſo inſeparably connected with the ſpiritual, as to come 


in for a ſhare, of the privileges peculiar to the latter; 


though the ſcripture always conſiders them as wholly ſe- 
parate; and that the natural ſeed of Abraham partook 
no further, of the peculiar bleſſings of God's covenant, 
than as they were alſo his ſpiritual ſeed, i. e. poſſeſſed 
his faith, Gal. iii. 9. Now to the natural feed alone, as 
ſuch, was Circumciſion commanded ; which Mr. H be- 
ing ſo ſtrenuous about, as the ground of infant - baptiſm, 
I ſhall here point out the abſolute diſſimilitude of, even 
to his own idea of baptiſm. The command of circum. 
ciſion extended to all Abraham's natural feed, without 
exception againſt, or reſpect unto their piety, It did 
not matter, whether the immediate parents were, or were 

| not 
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not godly. If all his anceſtors, to the fortieth genera- 
tion, had been children of Belial, yet the infant, being 
a deſcendant of Abraham, mult be circumciſed. What 
likeneſs is there in this, to the ſuppoſed right of infants 
to baptiſm, which right Mr. H. ſays is not promiſcuous, 
and does not ariſe from the faith of any remote anceſtor 
(ſuch as Abraham was to the Jewiſh-infants) but requires, 
P- 76. that one of the 7mmediate parents actually believe ? 
If circumciſion be an argument for baptiſm, then it is 
not neceſſary, that the parents of the child believe. They 
may be avowed unbelievers, or groſsly “ profane and 
« ſcandalous ;”* but if any anceſtor can be traced, a 
thouſand years back, who had faith, that faith would en- 
title the child to the covenant of grace, notwithſtanding 
Mr. H. deprecates the thought of taking /uch children 
*© znto the church,” p. 73. Yet this is not the whole. Not 
all even of the deſcendants of Abraham were circumciſed. 
The females had neither circumciſion, nor any mark of 
like ſignification. So that either it was no ſeal of the co- 
venant of grace, or about Ya of the nation was not ſeal- 
ed therein, Either there is no analogy between circum- 
cifion and baptiſm, or females ought not to be baptized. 
Theſe hints therefore might ſuffice to diſprove the no- 
tion, as built upon fancy, and ſtrained to ſerve a pur- 
ole. But let us read Mr, H's. arguments. He tells us, 
p. 85, That the off-ſpring of believers, as ſuch, were 
« reckoned amongſt thoſe to whom pertained the adoption, 
* and ihe glory, and the covenants, and the promiſes.” 
What are we to underſtand by this inſinuation, but that 
where the parents believed, the children were alſo conſi- 
dered as believers, without any diſtinction between godly 
and ungodly ? But the words are ſpoken of the children 
of Iſrael alone, who had the adoption, not as the /piritual 
people of God, for they avere not all Iſrael that were of 
Hrael; but as they were, in a national ſenſe, diſtinguiſn- 
ed by many outward bleilings, which other nations had 
not. They allo had, no doubt, the cuſtody of the ora- 
cles of God, until the open promulgation oi the goſpel » 
she 
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the world, and ſubſervient to that deſign, In this ſenſe 
they had the glory of the ark Ps. Lxxviii. 61, and the 
covenants aforeſaid, and the giving of the law (which 
Mr. H. has kept out of ſight, leſt their privileges ſhould 
appear legal rather than evangelical; and the promiſes, 
which were held out in the word to them, and conveyed - 
to poſterity by them, After all that is ſaid of their pri- 
vileges by the Apoſtle, he declares the amount of the 


whole, Rom. iii. 2. to be chiefly, that to them were com- 


mitted the oracles of God. This, their chief privilege, 
the Lord favoured them with, for Abraham's ſake; but 
not, for his ſake, with greater intereſt in the promiſes 


than others, though they might be better acquainted 


with them; neither was it neceſſary, that the immediate 
parents ſhould be real believers, in order that theſe pri- 
vileges might pertain to the children ; but all the nation 
of Iſrael. without exception, had them, and the wo- 


men without circumciſion, or any ſimilar ceremony. A 
poor argument that the ſeed of believers, as ſuch, are in 


the covenant of grace. Abraham's natural feed, as 


ſuch, were not, lt is granted however, that they had 


the true worſhip of God, in the confined ſenſe in which 


it was then adminiſtered ; that they were a kind of na- 


tional-eſtabliſhmenrt of religion; and they, moreover, 
had certain rites which the Apoſtle calls carnal or- 
dinances impoſed on them, Heb. ix. 10. becauſe pertaining 
chiefly to outward regularity. Amongſt theſe was cir- 
cumciſion; and the view of that diſpenſation ſeems to 
have been, to manifeſt how far a ceremonial-eſtabliſh=. 


ment would go, in reſtraining men from fin; or rather, 


to prove its inſufficiency, for the purpoſes of religron. 
The new covenant of the goſpel, therefore, is a conſti- 
tution quite of a different nature. * Our Great 
«« Maſter, ſays Mr, H. p. II. came to aboliſh the law 
« of commandments, and to introduce a /þir:tual wor- 
&« ip,” Its diſtinguiſhing ordinances are ſpiritual ; 
and none but thoſe who are preſumed to be ſuch, ought 
to partake of them, Wall you aſſert, that the 2 

© 


94 3 


of Chriſt is a national-hierarchy, as the Jewiſh-polity 
was? Why then do you, why did Mr. H. diſſent from 
1 that national eſtabliſhment, which is the moſt like it of 
1 any now in the world; I mean, the Church of Englazd? 
Wl But the church of Chriſt is congregational, conſiſting 


1 only of ſuch, as are charitably believed to be ſanctiſied 
1 in Chriſt Jeſus, and called to be Saints, 1 Cor. i. 1. 
| The preceding obſervations then explain, fully and 
conſiſtently, how the covenant was to Abraham, and his 
ſeed after him. To his natural ſeed, as ſuch, it was a 
IH domeſtic-covenant, peculiar to Iſrael after the fleſh, and 
endowed with peculiar national advantages, which out- 
ward advantages Moſes expreſsly added to the declara- 
1 tion, Deut. iv. 37. becauſe be lowed thy fathers, therefore 
Ee choſe their ſeed after them ; and brought thee out in bis 
1 fight, with his mighty power out of Egypt. Is this a 
Fi Jpiritual declaration? If not, to what purpoſe did Mr. 
11 H. adduce it, p. 86? To Abraham's ſpiritual ſeed in- 
{ deed, the covenant was © a pure goſpel covenant of 
„ grace, and © eminently includes all happineſs,” p. 
37. in which ſenſe alſo, Rev, xxi. 3. is to be under. 
1 ſtood, the Lord himſelf wwill be their God; but it 1s 
[7] abſurd, that ſpecial intereſt in God, and in the glory 
« and happineſs of heaven itſelf,” was entailed on 
Abraham's natural ſeed, by virtue of their deſcent from 
him, and is now entailed on a believer's offspring. We 
have ſeen too, p. 7. that circumciſion was not to 
'. Abraham's natural ſeed, a ſeal of the righteouſneſs 
If which is by faith —The 4% ig alſo of Abraham upon 
Ihe gentiles, p. 88. was, that they who believe ſhould re- 
ce.e»ive the promiſe of the ſpirit though faith, Gal. iii. 14. 
not that the ſeed of believers ever received ſpiritual bleſs- 
' Ings, in right of their parents; conſequently, the inſinua- 
tion that the Baptiſts deny their children the bleſſing of 
Abraham, and, as much as in them lies, cut them off 
„ from ſalvation ”” p. 88. is one of the many unzuft al. 
perſions this book contains, intended to excite hatred 
apainft a people it cannot confute by fair argument. = 
| e 
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We ds not deny that the covenant of grace in the New- 


Teſtament, 1s in ſubſtance the ſame with the promiſe to 
Abraham, Gen. xii. 3. but we maintain, that as far as 
the Abrahamic. covenant Gen. xvii, 7. &c, related to his 
natural-ſeed, as ſuch, upon which alone circumciſion was 


founded, it was not the covenant of grace; and we have 


obſerved, p. 30. that it is the former of theſe texts the 
Apoſtle refers to, by the covenant which the law at Sinai 
could not diſannul. Gal, iii. 17. and that this regards 


Abraham's ſpiritual ſeed only, v. 16. — As for the ad- 


miniſtration of circumciſion to the Hrangers, p. 89. tis 
not true, that all the Proſelytes were obliged to be cir- 
cumciſed. The Proſelytes of the gate were not; but 
attended upon the ſervices of religion without it. I 
much doubt alſo the aſſertion, that the circumciſed Pro- 
ſelytes had no lot, or inheritance in Canaan, like the 
proper tribes of Iſrael, But ſuppoſe they had none 
(which the tribe of Lewi had not) they had other tem- 


poral advantages, which made it eligible to be, by cir- 


cumciſion, naturalized in Iſrael. And that ſuch natura- 
lization was not an appointment of an evangelical na- 
ture, is ſufficiently manifeſt from the reaſoning of the 
Apoſtles concerning it. Acts xv. 1c. that it was a yoke, 
whereby thecircumciſed were declared debtors to do the whole 


law, as Paul ſpeaks Gal. v. 3. whereas the ſame Apoſtle 


repreſents baptiſm, as emblematical of our deliverance 


from the law, as a covenant of life, and our emancipa- 


tion into the liberty of the goſpel, Rom. vi. 4. 14. The 
two ordinances are oppo/ite, not collateral in their ſig- 
nification ; and it is impoſſible the one could ſucceed the 
other. Let a man read the New-Teſtament carefully, 
and not trut to the dogmas of Vir. H and he 
will find that in Col. ii. 11. 12. the Apottle does not 
ſabſtitute baptiſm for circumciſion; but oppo/es the latter (as 
a token of being under the law, and therefore in ſpiritual 
bondage and fear) to the inward work of grace, the cir 
cumciſion without hands, which he explains, Phil. zii V. 
by deriving our comfort and hope of 2ternal life, 2 come 
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pletely from the righteouſneſs of Jeſus, held out uncon- 
ditionally to ſinners in the goſpel, as that relying upon 
it wholly, we have no regard to any qualifications or 
works of our own, as to our expectation of the favour of 
God; but ſerve him from the free and unconſtrained 
principles, of gratitude for his unchanging love, and a 
filial regard for him as our father and God. Such is the 
true nature of goſpel-halineſs; and the chriſtian- circum- 
ciſion which leads to it, being % to that ordained 


have the ſame expreſſion the legal circumciſion had; 


the manner, in which believers are brought to ſerve 
God, in the voluntary and noble temper of the Goſpel ; 
they are buried with Chrift, and riſen to peace, comfort, 
and holineſs, zhrough the faith of the operation of God, 
grounded on the fact of the re/urref70n of Jeſus from the 
dead. I am aſtoniſhed then, that any perſons who have 
experienced this change, from legal {lavery to goſpel- li- 


to circumciſion, which has the contrary ſignification 
or can think it applicable to an infant, incapable of 
underſtanding its meaning From hence then, we may 
form a proper judgment of Mr. H's. | 
4. Aſſertion, That the infants of believers, as ſuch, 


* noon=day,”” that Old-Teſtament believers did not 
pretend, to put their children ſpiritually into covenant 
with God. The Abrahamic-covenant did not imply it. 
Therefore the denial of baptiſm to infants, does not 
* ſtraiten the manifeſtations of grace,“ p. 90. Cir- 
cumciſion was repealed indeed, becauſe the fazth, or 
goſpel being come, it was no longer neceſſary, as a mark 
of being hut up under the law, Gal iii 23. But a law, 
putting the ſeed of believers into the covenant of grace, 
was not in exiſtence, and it is idle to talk of its repeal, p. 
91. If the ſalvation of a jewiſh-infant be put upon any 
Other footing, than the ſalvation of an infidel's child, 
1. 
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as a badge of the law, baptiſm, its emblem, cannot 


but is well repreſented, by the Apoille, as deſcriptive of 


berty, can compare baptiſm which repreſents the change, 


% are ſtill in covenant.” It is as clear as the ſun at 


„ K 0 


1 


i. e. God's pure, unſtipulated merey in Chriſt, it is pat 


upon a footing the goſpel knows nothing of. The 
converted Jews, Act ii. had no notion of themſelves, or 
their children, as already in the covenant of grace. Nor 
do the texts produced prove any thing of the kind; but 
are amongſt the many inſtances, of Mr. H's popular ta- 
lent, at miſapplying ſcripture for the take of the jingle. 
Is. Lxi 9. has not the leaſt relation to the natural ſeed 


of believers, p. 92. but to the ritual children of God, 
Born again into the church. If alſo, the goſpel- church be 
called the “ Iſrael of God,” becauſe Iſrael after the 


fleſh was a type of it, it was not formed upon the plan 
of the Jewiſh-polity; but 1s peculiar to thoſe, who 
worſhip God in the ſpirit. The ſpiritual Iſracl alſo is 


meant, Heb. viii 8. And if the heathens were aliens 
from the commonwealth of Iſrael, Eph. 11. 11. the mean- 


ing is, that they had not thoſe outward advantages for 
inſtruction Iſrael had; not but that Iſrael was, ſpiritually 
con ſidered, alike afar off; for the Apoſtle, in that very 

chapter, v. 3. repreſents the Jews, as children of wrath - 
even as others, The goſpel-church indeed enjoys the 


ſame privileges in ſubſtance, and abundantly greater, 


than that under the Old-Teſtament. But this, of 
putting children into the covenant of grace, was never 
warranted in either Teſtament.— However Mr. H. pre- 
tends p. 93. to more poſitive evidence, from the New- 
Teſtament, than all the preceding. And this, as uſual, 
is from Acts 11. 39. The promiſe is to you, and to your 
children, and to all that are afar off, even as many as 
the Lord our God thall call; concerning which 1 agree 
with him, that the Jews having entailed, as a curſe, 
the guilt of the blood of Chriſt, upon themſelves and 
their children, had reaſon to be apprehenſive for both; 
and, I will add, that but for this circumſtance, there 
would have been no occaſion for mentioning the children. 
But it ſeems as if Pedobaptiſt writers loſt their eye-ſight, 
immediately upon reading the former part of this verſe. 
Vor though the latter part expre/cly limits that intereſt in 
| this 
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this promiſe, which entitles to baptiſm, oog av even 
to as many as the Lord ſhall call, no more notice is 
taken of it, than if it were not in the Bible. Tis plain 
this laſt clauſe is exegetical of the three former, q. d. 
„The promiſe is to you, even as many as the Lord ſhall 
call: and to your children, or deſcendants (as explained Acts 
xiii. 33.) even as many as the Lord ſhall call; and to all 
that are afar off, eve» as many as the Lord ſhall call.“ 
'The text cannot be reduced to any other conſiſtent, or 
grammatical interpretation; and this alſo amply fulfils 
the ſpiritual meaning of the promiſe to Abraham, 7 avill 
be a God to thee and thy ſeed after thee; and ** the Jews xo 
** doubt Conſidered it ſo;”” or elſe we ſhould have had 
ſome intimation of the baptiſm of their infants, as well as 
themſelves; whereas the contrary inference is to be 
drawa from the hiſtory, v. 42. which tells us, that the 


very perſons that were baptized continued in the Apoſtle's 


 doftrine, and fellowſhip, and in breaking of bread, and in 
prayers By the uſe of the word ooo, Acts. xiii. 48, 
As many as were ordained to eternal life believed ; (whatever 
be your opinion of the word ordained) you underſtand, 
that /s many and no more believed. Is not the ſenſe as 
plain here, that none but ſuch as appeared to be called, 
were entitled to baptiſm? Were the declaration made 
in a civil-ſenſe; were a perſon to addreis a promiſcuous 
aſſembly, *+ The King promiles you, and your children 
*6 4Os. pr. ann. even as many as ſhall take the oath of alle- 
* giance to him, it would be immediately underſtood, 
that none but thoſe who were capable, and willing to take 
the ſaid oath, would be entitled to the 40s. As alſo the 
proviſos of an Ad of Parliament include all the clauſes 
of that 44, unleſs the contrary be particularly ſpecified, 
ſo, in all ſound criticiſm, does the Provo, or qualify- 
ing clauſe, in this text, ever as many as the Lord ſhall call. 
Nor is Mr. HF. better ſupported in his ſuppoſition, p. 
94. that the ſcriptures “ ſpeak of the ſalvation of whole 
«« families upon the believing of the maſters of thoſe fa- 

: | | | 4 milies,“ 
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<« milies.” Lydia's houſehold was baptized, becauſe it 
con ſiſted of brethren, Acts xvi. 40. Salvation came to the 
houſe of Zaccheus, becauſe Chriſt brought the word of 
ſalvation there, and Zaccheus himſelf poſſeſſed ſalvation. 
It is a great miſtake, p. 95. that the coming of ſalvation 
to Zaccheus's houſe was grounded upon his relation 
(naturally is meant) to Abraham; as if his deſcent from 
Abraham were the cauſe of his ſalvation, when the 
man's own profeſſions of repentance, in the former verſe, 
ſew the meaning to be, that he was a believer, conſe- 
quently one of Abraham's piritual ſeed. Why was it not 
alſs, with as good a grace, held out, that the reaſon of 
Lazarus's convevance by angels into Abraham's boſom, 
was that he deſcended naturally from that Patriarch? 
The Jailor and his family's converſion and baptiſm, are 
ſo full in favour of believer's baptiſm alone, that it would 
be wonderful if great pains were not taken, to put a differ- 
ent colour upon the hiſtory. | am amazed however, that 
Mr. H. calls him a ſor of Abraham, in the ſame ſenſe 
Zaccheus was, (for the connection implies as much) and 
am equally at a loſs, to perceive the propriety of his rea- 
ſoning, p. 94. 95- He ſeems to mean, that the Jailor, 
after he believed, was not to look upon himſelf as a2ually 
in the ſtate of ſalvation; but only taken into a covenant, 
wherein his ſalvation was ſtill uncertain, being ſuſpend- 
ed upon terms; for, as explained afterwards, thou ſhalt be 
/aved ſignifies no more, than to be taken into a e- 
« rant of ſalvation; in which ſenſe alſo (notwithſtand- 
ing the convenient word “ externally,” p. 95.) he inſi- 
nuates, that the covenant was adminiſtered to the 
« whole family,” by virtue of his faith. Or if he allow, 
that the Jailor, upon believing, became an actual partaker 
of the goſpel ſalvation, then, upon his principles, as 
ſoon as the man believed, his family became thereby. 
abſolute inheritors of ſaving mercy. I can find no me- 


dium between theſe two interpretations, except, with 


Dr. Doddridge, that the Jailor, upon believing, ſhould 
himſelf be taved; and that if his houſehold believed, they 
| | alſo 


(-40-) 


alſo ſhould be ſaved. In proceeding with the ſtory, we 
find a very ſly uſe made, of the words probably and 10 
doubt. The hiſtory ſays, the word was ſpoken to the 
Jailor, and to all that were in his houſe; but ſays Mr. 
H. © probably many of them were not of his family (per- 
« haps the priſoners)” though it is more han probable 
| that even they, being in his cuſtody, mult for that lime 
have been, in a ſenſe, of his family. But he adds, when 
| baptiſm is mentioned, not all that were in his houſe 
„ were baptized,” but he and all his; and here comes 
the 0 doubt his little ones.“ The diſtinction however, 
ſerves no purpoſe; for if Paul ſpoke the word to the Jai- 
lor, and to all that were in his houſe, whether this a// 
meant more than his family or not, it muſt at leaſt have 
included that family, and demonſtrates that it conſiſted of 
' thoſe that could hearken to the word; not of little chil- 
dren, who might have been more conveniently baptized 
in the morning; and it were better to have left in bed, 
than taken up to hear preaching at midnight. This re- 
mark overſets all the 20 doubt about the little ones, and 
places the whole ſtory in a light, abſolutely inconſiſtent 
with infant-baptiſm; beſides that ſuppoſing all his to 
to mean his own family excluſively, (all his 4omeſtics, ſays 
Dr. Deddridge) it might mean his ſervants, it muſt mean 
his wife; for ſhe was one fleſþ with her huſband, Now 
as the Author contends, that no one in this houſe beliey- 
ed, but the Jailor himſelf; might we not as juſtly argue, 
that the ſervants were baptized for the faith of their maſ- 
ter, at leaſt, that the wife was /an#ified by, and baptized 
for the faith of her huſband, 1 Cor. vii. 14. as that there 


were children baptized, for the faith of their parent? 


But the whole of Mr. H's. opinion is built, upon a miſ- 
take of the adverb Tavoixi, v. 34 There is the ſame 
reaſon for its ſignifying here, that the Jailor, auth all his 
Haufe believed, as it does in the Septuagint of Ex. 1. 1. 
that the Fatriarchs went down into Egypt, every man 
With his houſe, Several paſſages in Jeſephus prove the 
word to have this gilt 

produces 


cation alone; and Raphaclius | 


( 4 ) 
produces one from Herodotus, where it refers to the family, 
not the dwelling-houſe. So that “ ſeriouſly,” Mr. H. 
does not diſcover that he had“ read and obſerved the 
« original; at leaſt, he was very unwilling to admit 
the genuine tranſlation, when he miſconſtrued it 7x, or 
throughs Not to ſay how ridiculous an idea is ſuggeſted 
in his Eæpoſition, and improved upon by Dr. Guy/z, that 
the Jailor for joy, ran up and down every room in his houſe ; 
(an action more like phrenſy than chriſtian-joy,) that the 
man rejoiced 74 all his family, who conſequently were 
at age to rejoice with him, is further confirmed p. 96. 
by the Syriac-Teftament, (quoted I know not for what 
reaſon, unleſs to confute Mr. F's. argument) for if 


«© he and all the children of his houſe exulted in the faith 


4 of God, then the children were capable of faith and 


exultation; and both Profeſſor Michaeli: and Dr. Watts, 
in his Improvement of the mind, P. I. p. 348. making 
reſpectable mention of this tranſlation, we may conclude 


it a ſettled point in the ancient- church, that the Jailor 


and all his family believed. As to the inſinuation, that 


« if we allow the believing to be ſpoken of his whole 


„ houſe, it may only ſignify, that they were all, by 


« baptiſm, enrolled among /t viſible believers,” it betrays 


Mr. H's. conſciouſneſs, that he could not maintain his 


former poſition; and requires only this remark, that to 
be a wi/ible believer is to appear to be a believer 3 which 


implies, that the perſon geclares himſelf' a believer. In 


any other view of baptiſm making a believer, it mult ei- 
ther, “ as a ſpell, give faith; or elſe mate an hypocrite. 
This is not the ſcriptural account of the baptiſm of houſe- 
holds. Not one of them is ſpecified without ſufficient no- 
tice, that they were believers; ſee 1 Cor. i. 16. xvi. 15. 
Here then I diſmiſs Mr. A's. firſt argument, which I 
have been the longer upon, as he ſays, p. 100. it is the 
© main hinge” of the diſpute, 7 
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LETTER III. 
The inconſiſtency of Infant- baptiſm with 


ſcripture, continued. 


Rew, 8 J,. 


II roUNORD as Mr. Es firſt argument is, I might 


be ſpared the trouble of replying to his four inferences, 


which are calculated merely, to cheriſh the prejudices of | 


weak and unthinking people ; more eſpecially, as I ſhall 


conſider ſome very dangerous tenets in them hereafter, 
But I ſhall obſerve here, that if a deſcent from believers 
be the way God has taken; to“ magnify the riches of 
his grace; to counteract the killing influences of the 


* firſt Adam; to comfort the hearts of believers reſpect- 


ing their ſeed; and to ſeek a godly /red, ©* a ſted of 
„God, a ſeed of ſaints,” p 99. then the pardon of ſin 
15 communicated by deſcent and entail (which indeed 
Mr. H. does more than hint, p. 98. by ſpeaking of the 
better hope being brought in this way; and of the“ na- 
«© tive covenant-right,”” of a believer's ſeed, to the ſin- 
offering, which therefore is /aid at the door) and alſo 
ſaving grace is thus conferred. For to ſay that it gives 
« a life of privilege, not of grace,” is to ſay, that 
God pives his peculiar privileges to thoſe, who are 
deſtitnte of his grace; unleſs by theſe privileges he 
means, that if they appear godly, as they grow up, 


they will be the people of God ; which is proving zdem | 
s idem, and is equally true of the ſeed of unbelievers, | 
To be ſure, the children of believers have greater ad- 


vantages for inſtruction. But theſe, though a blefling, 


do not entitle them to the covenant of grace. Will you 
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Sir, then lay, that the ſeed of a believer is better recom- 


mended to God's mercy, than that of an unbeliever ? 
This is to hold, that the children of unbelievers have act 
as good a recommendation to God; that he 1s not ſo. 
willing to bleſs them, as the children of believers; in 


which caſe, ſalvation 1s derived from the piety of 


parents, not from free-mercy, and inſtead of magnifying 
the riches of divine grace,” this ſcheme would di- 
miniſh them. If this alſo be the method whereby the 
Lord ** ſeeks a godly /zed,” then the goſpel is leſs diffu- 
ſive of grace than the Old-Teſtament; for Mr. H. con- 
fines this godly ſeed to the ſeed of believers; whereas 
(upon his principles I mean} all the ſeed of Abraham 
was in covenant, whether the immediate parents were 
but 1n truth, the whole 1s replete with 
inconſiſtency, nor do the Baptiſts, well as they“ know 
„the worth of a ſoul.” p. 98, need ſuch fanciful and 
inſufficient grounds of hope, reſpecting the ſalvation of 
their children dying in infancy. Further, to inſiſt that 
* the proſeſſion of chriſtianity is a ſtep towards the truth 
* of it,“ p. 99. is to pervert the order of the goſpel ; 


according to that, the profeſſion always implies the 


poſſeſſion of what is profeſſed. Such a perverſion of 
ſcripture too, is his quotation from Pf. xxii. 30. a ſeed 
ſhall ſerve him, &c. which does not relate at all to the 
natural-ſeed of believers, as ſuch; but to thoſe whe are 
themſelves believers, called Chriſt's /zed. Neither 1s it 
fact, that infant-baptiſm ** paves the way to early piety, 
«© by determining the choice on God's fide ;?” but it is 

too obvious to be denied, that the name of Chriſt, in= 
ſtead of being ** great,” has been rendered cheap, and 
expoſed to reproach, by being thus affixed to people, 
who have committed all manner of iniquity. So that 
while Mr. H. contends for infant-baptiſm as one of the 
« fortifications of Chriſt's kingdom; by which it is ſecured 
«« from the gates of hell, and the deſign of the powers of 
« darkneſs, to cut of the line of ſucceſſion, and wear out 


4 the Saints, ( for Saints he calls all without diſtinctjon, 
| whom 


| 
i 
| 
| 
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whom he conſiders as baptized) I on the contrary, am per- 
ſwaded that it, in conjunction with, perhaps the intro- 
duQion to other departures from Chriſt's own direction, 
opened the way for the powers of darkneſs, to trample 
upon the ſpiritual kingdom of Jeſus, and, by confound- 
ing the church with the world, to bring the abomination 
of deſolation into the temple of God. But ſuppoſe, for a 
moment, that God (who certainly permitted infant-bap- 
tiſm with other eneroachments) did make uſe of it to pre- 
ſerve the name of chriſtianity, that will not prove the rite 
itſelf to be of God. The /awe-!rade has brought many Ne- 
grees into countries, where they were blefled with the ſa- 
ving knowledgeof Jeſus, But willthat juſtify the /ave-trade? 
Mrs. Barbauld has obſerved, that during the 1rruptions of 
the barbarous nations, God made uſe of "the inſtitutions of 
monaſteries and convents, to be the ſafe repoſitories of the 
ſacred oracles, becauſe theſe ſecluſions were thought even 
by the rude ſoldiery, to retain a peculiar ſanctity. But 
will that vindicate a monaſtic- life, as authorized by ſcrip- 
ture? No more is infant-baptiſm vindicable upon ſuch 
a principle. So let us proceed to Mr. H's 

II. Argument, which runs thus; The infants of profeſ- 
6 ſing parents ought to be admitted viſible church- members, 


* and therefore, ordinarily, they ought to be baptized,” 


But why is the word“ ordinarily” inſerted here? ls It 
not a conceſſion, that 1n certain caſes they ought not to 
be baptized? Mr. 's. (1) reaſon under this argument 
we have already diſproved, p. 32. The Jewiſh- ſtate indeed 
is once, and only once, called in the New-Teſtament 
eu,, which our Epiſcepal-Tranflators (greedy of any 
thing that might have the ſhadow, of favouring their na- 
tional eſtabliſhment of religion) render church, Acts vil. 
38. in like manner as, to favour their ceremonies, they 
zender the Paſſover. Acts X11 4. Faſter, But you cannot 
be igrorant, that euranoia in the Se eptungint often ſigni- 
fes the co. grtgatien of Iſrael, merely in a political ſenſe; 
and perbaps the only reaſon the word was applied to them 
at all, wes to intimate that they were called out of Egypt, 

| los, 
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Hos: xi. 1. At all events, circumciſion was not an in- 


diſpenſable requiſite to their being a church; for the great- 
eſt part of the church in the wilderneſs (as Stephen called 
them, in the place already cited) did not receive circum- 


ciſion, till they were grown up, entered upon Canaan, 

and were circumciſed at Gilgal, Joſh v. We have ſeen 
too, that the ritual of the Jews was a carnal eſtabliſhment; 
whereas the chriſtian church ought to conſiſt only of ſpi- 


ritual members, of living tones, 1 Pet. ii 3. If alſo 
infants were ſpiritual church-members formerly, and that 
„ was” an © eſſential branch of the conſtitution,” why 
were all the females, being uncircumciſed, “ cut off from 
& the body?” Was that omiſſion ©* in judgment or in 
„ mercy”? If in judgment, © where did they, as in- 
& fants, commit a forteiture?” p. 101. Rather does 
not the whole prove, that circumciſion was not a ſign of 
2 ſpiritual or goſpel nature ?—But (2) Mr. H. in ſiſts, that 
children are of the kingdom of God; and of this we pro- 
miſed ſome explanation. The kingdom of God, or of 
heaven, hath four ſignifications in the New- Teſtament, 
Firſt, the preaching of the word; as in the parable of the 
ſower, Matt, xiii. Seconaly, the avork of grace in the heart, 
Matt. wil. 33. Thirdly, the go/pel church-ſlate, 
Matt. xiii. 31. and Feurthly, the kingdom of glory above. 
The jir/? ſhews that there is a ſenſe, in which infants are 
not, cannot be ſubjects of this kingdom, becauſe incapa- 
ble of hearing the word. And why not then in the third 
ſenſe, becauſe incapable of a perſonal profeſſion of chriſ- 
tianity? Mr. H. confeſſes, p. 164. that the ſtipulation 
is not, properly ſpeaking, the man's own, till he give 
his perſonal conſent to it; ſo that there is no greater rea- 
ſon for ſuppoſing the 7hird meaning than the firf. That 
infants, ſo dying, go to heaven, according to the 


fourth ſignification, and therefore are prepared for it 


(though we cannot tell the manner bow) according to the 


ſecond, we freely grant; and inſtead of reſtricting it, with 


Ar. H. to the feed of believers, p. 98. we extend the 
bleſſing, with our Lord, Mark, x. 14. to all children ſo 
| | 7 dying 
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dying; of ſuch is (i. e. all who die ſuch are of) the Kingdom 
of God. However this is no reaſon for baptizing them, 
were it only, that we cannot diſtinguiſh between thoſe who 
will, and thofe who will not die. Beſides, notwithſtand- 
ing Mr. Fs. ridicule, p. 103. there is manifeſtly ano- 
ther good view of the words ſuggeſted v. 15. of /uch 
ke; not for any innate excellence in little children, but 
that Chriſt's diſciples think meanly of themſelves, 
as very children in knowledge and experience, Our 
Lord alſo did compare his followers to“ lambs” and 
« doves,” p. 103. And if Rom. 1. 32. had not ex- 
preſſed . ſimilitude,” but fimple identity, aura, haec, 
theſe things would have been uſed, not Touaurta, talia, ſuch 
like things. I cannot therefore ſee the propriety of addu- 
cing our Lord's words, of ſuch is the kingdom of God, for 
_ Infant-baptiſm ; and his conduct, illuſtrative of his words, 

is directly againſt it, He encouraged the bringing infants 
to him; but did he baptize them, or order them to be 
baptized ? No. He only re, them up in his arms, put his 
hands upon them, and bleſſed them. The Baptiſts accord- 
ingly bring their children to Chriſt, and dedicate them 
alter ſo plain a pattern. Had he applied water, they 
would, But they do not think it “ carnal reaſon or miſ- 
„ guided zeal,” to follow Chriſt, however lightingly 
Mr. H. ſpeaks, p. 134. of copying his bright example. 
Yet he is obliged to confeſs, p. 104. It is true Jeſus 
% did not baptize theſe children;“ for which he gives 
a curious reaſon; baptiſm “ was not yet ſettled to be 
«© the door of admiſlion.” Hinc illæ lachrymæ | Infant- 
baptiſm was not /z/z/led. So I believe. But that baptiſm 
itſelf was ſettled, is manifeſt from John iv. 1. 2. Where, 
as adminiſtered by the diſciples of Jeſus, in his name and 
by his authority, it is conſidered as equivalent to its 
being his own act, and no doubt was regular chriſ- 
tian-baptiſm, the example for which 1s ſo plain, 
« that his miniſters are not juſtthed in giving this 
fign” to any other, than appear real diſciples. 


But if by the word tantamount Mr. H. mean, that what 
| | Chriſt 
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Chriſt did to theſe infants, was full as beneficial as if 
he had baptized, or ſprinkled them; we are not in- 
clined to diſpute this matter; for we are quite of the 
opinion. 

I am in the courſe of theſe animadverſions, frequently 
ſtruck with the incongruity of one part of Mr. Z's, ar- 
gument to another part; an inconſiſtency ſometimes ſo 
glaring, that it is admirable both ideas could drop from 
the ſame pen. Such an one we have p. 105, Was it 
that he had nothing better to compare the kingdom of 
Chriſt to, or had forgot that our Lord ſaid, My ringdom 
is not, in any ſenſe whatever, of this world, that he 
makes human governments, and incorporated ſocie- 
ties amongſt men, to be models for the chriſtian- 
church? But his beſt confutation is bad, by appealing 
to the worldly ſimiles he adopts. Though it 1s 
ſuch another error to ſay, that as a freeman 
« begets a freeman,” ſo a chriſtian begets a 
chriſtian, as it would be, that a wiſe man neceſſarily be- 
gets a wiſe man, yet were the parallel juſt, nothing is 
got by it ; for even the ſon of a freeman does not enjoy 
the privileges of that freedom, till he be at an age ca- 
pable of taking up his freedom, and ſo entering perſonally 
into the body corporate, as baptiſm is a perſonal-entrance 
into the church. No doubt all born under the found of 
the goſpel, are, as ſoon as competent, bound by its laws; 


and this whether the children of believers or not. But 


how does the being in “ natural allegiance” to a parti- 
cular government, as all born in the country are, prove 
a child's title to the ſpecial privileges of that govern- 
ment, before he a& for himſelf, and give evidence that 
he is a good ſubject? Tis herein that, as we ſaid, Mr, 
H. contradicts himſelf. P. 69. he aſlerts it to be a great 
miſtake, that all who are the king's ſubjects muſt take 
an oath of allegiance, in order to be entitled to pri- 
vileges. The ſame is inſinuated, p. 105. But let us hear 
him, p. 167. Our law requires, that he who is born 


e within the king's allegiance all, when he is of the 
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„ 


ec age of twelve years, take an oath of allegiance, ana 
e promiſe to be true and faithful to the king ;” tor 


which he cites Coke's [n/titutes, What are we then w 


infer from the whole? That baptiſm, which Mr . 
calls an oath of allegiance, ought to be adminiſtered to 


new-born infants? No. Would it be wile to adminiſter 


an oath, to one at ſuch an age? The true analogy is, 
that baptiſm, a declaration of allegiance to king Jeſus, 
ought to be deferred, until a perſon is able to underitand 


the duty, whether that be at twelve years of age, under 
or over. in ſhort, the whole of pages 163, 164, 165 


confutes his reaſoning here, demonitrating that the con- 


| . Firmation, declaration of afſent, ſubſcribing with the hand 


to the Lord, and ſolemn inwveſtiture recommended, are to 
make up for ſome deficiency in the baptiſm of infants, 
and that the time for ſignifying conſent, is the only pro- 
per time for baptiſm, or zaking the oath to Chriſt. Tis 
ſaid, that common-law is built upon common-ſenſe, 
But Mr. Hs zeal for infant-baptiſm, would ſeparate the 
intereſt of Chriſt, from that of common-ſenſe, and to 
that end, ſtrain texts of ſcripture from their right 
meaning. Thus from his explanation of Pf. cxvi. 16. 
a curſory reader 1s led to think, that the mercy David 
thanks God for, was derived by- a title, not from his 
father 7e, but from his mother, as if on her account, 
he was born in God's tamily, and had an intereſt in the 
privileges and proviſion of his houſe ; whereas the Hee 
brew phraſe rendered /n of thine hand-maid, is an ex- 

reſſion of contempt, as {hmacl, tho' Abraham's ſon, 


was called the /on of the bond-woman, and turned out of 
doors at a moment's warring, without daring to make 
the ſmalleſt claim upon the family. Nor did the 


the Pſalmiſt mean to ſignify his title to, or intereſt in 
privilege or proviſion; but to magnify the unmerited 
goodneſs of God, to a creature who had no claim at 
all; q. d. 1 am before thee as a /lawe, the ſon of a flave 
„ whom thou migh.eit have diſpoſed of for life or 
© death; to any lot in life thou didſt pleaſe, or ore 
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„ have a right to the ordinance of baptiſm,” 
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« off altogether; yet thou haſt logſened my bonds, and 
brought me into the liberty of the ſons of God.“ 
Again, to ſay that the Baptiſts ©* will not let their 
“ children be God's ſervants, p. 106. and apply David's 
being driven into the land of the Philiſtines, and fo 
in effect bid Go and ferve other Gods, to the Baptiſts, 
on account of declining to baptize their children is 


one of Mr. 's. popular comments, and a ſpecimen 


of his and his Editor's charity; but theſe untrue reflec- 
tions give no pain, except for the reflectors. As for Joſh, 
xxii. 24. the Reubenites and Gadites did not erect an 
altar for burnt- offering, and to oppoſe that in the Lord's 
Tabernacle; but merely for their children to /ee zo, v. 10. 
1. e. a; a picture, to remind them of the Tabernacle- 
worſhip (an equivalent to which it is now, to inſtruct our 
children from God's word;) but infant-baptiſm is a 
practical error, which would deſtroy the baptiſm Chriſt 


- ordained, Mr. H. twice declares it to be much beiter than 


Chriſt's own direction, Mark xvi. 16. believe and be 
baptized, p. 179, 188. What has been already offered, 
p. 32, concerning the adoption, &c. pertaining to Iſrael, 
is ſo ſufficient, that we ** deſire no more“ to prove, 
that it 1s not favourable to infant-baptiſm. 2 
III. Mr. H. proceeds, p. 107. The infants of be- 
„ heving parents are in {ome ſenſe holy, and therefore 
in explain- 
ing which he inſiſts, they are or may be ſo, in every ſenſe 
of the word; as (1) concerning Inherent- holi neſs, he aſks 
p. 108. Who dares ſay they are not capable even of 
« this??? I do not know any body who dares to ſay it; 
but repeat, that as all infants have it not, but all have 
inherent ſin; and as we cannot diſtinguiſh between thoſe 
who have grace and thoſe who have not, as well as that non- 
age cannot be benefited, by an intelligent means of 


grace, it is improper to adminiſter baptiſm, until the 


party is of age to diſcover inherent holineſs, by a know- 
ledge and belief of the truth. —But (2) Something of a 
Federal. holineſs is principally _ for, p. 108. Ne 
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here, as Mr. 's main argument is from the forced ana- 
logy, between Iſrael of old and the ſeed of believers, [ 
am obliged to remind you, that many perſons received 


circumciſion as iſhmac:l, Fiau, &c.) who were not holy, 


in the ſenſe Iſrael after the fleſh was called ſo; and that 
the {ſraelitiſh-females were in that ſenſe holy, who yet 
received no hing of the nature of circumcifion. Frou 
whence it is fairly inferible, upon his own principles, 
that this ſuppoſed federal -holineſs, is no ground for ad- 
miſſion to particular orainances, without an expreſs com- 
mand; and that were the ſeed of beiievers, in fact, more 
privileged than the offspring of others, that, without po— 
fitive direction. would be no reaſon for baptizing them, 
But the texts cited are not pertinent to the Author's de- 
ſign. Rom x1 16 17 does not ſpeak of federal, but 
inherent holin. ſs, which Mr H. confeſſes is not commu- 
nicated by birth. The Apoſtle warning the converted 
gentiles, againſt exalting themſelves above the Jews, on 
account of the rejection of the latter, intimates that vaſt 
numbers of them would bereatter be called, of which 
theſe already called were an earneſt. This earneft he ſtiles 


the firft fruits (alluding to the offering of firſt ſruits) the 


greater number, yet 10 be called, the lump And if the 
root mean Abraham, the father of the faithful, on the 


Pattern of whoſe faich bezevers are formed, thoſe here _ 


conſidered as Poly, are nut the natural branches. as ſuch 
(which are, by that title, plainly diſtinguiſhed v. 21. 


from the holy branches, and many of which are cut ef) 


but the ſpiritual ſeed of Abraham amongſt lirael, the 
Iſrael who Hall be ſaved, v. 26. Unleis therefore it 
could be proved, that the natural ſecd of Abraham, as 


ſuch, was alſo his ſpiritual feed, and that the natural 


ſeed of believers, as ſuch, are the ſpiritual jeed of Abra- 
ham, the holineſs in this text has nothing to do with 
them; for it is 2% /azth, v. 20. not by deſcent from believers, 
that every one partakes of the root and and fatneſs of the 
good olive-tree, from which this helrne/s is derived. The 
Apoſtle therefore cautions che gentiles leſt, by their pride, 

5 they 
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they ſhould diſcover the ſame unbelief, for which the 
Jews were deprived of the goſpel, v 22. Let it is al- 
lowed, that g:eat things are ſaid. in this chapter, about 
God's regard for iſrael] after the fleſh, for Avraham their 
anceſtor's ſakxe. But thoſe will neither amount to the 
holineſs ſpoken of, nor entitle to enriſtian-ordinances, 


nor prove that believers in common ſtant, in the ſame 
kind of covenant-relation to their immediate offspring, 


that Abraham did to his poſtericy. Or even ſuppoſing 
the holine/5, in this chapter, had relation co ſomething 
Ifrael poſſeſſed, by natural deiceni from Abraham, the 
holineſs of the goſpel-church 1s of a much higher, more 
refined and ſpiritual nature, than what was called ſo une 
der the law. The Ola-Tefament ceremonies would at 
beſt have been but zypes of the Ne Leſtanent or- 
dinances. If infants, it the ungodly in common with 
the godly, lawfully partook of the types, only the godly 
have a right to the ordinances typified. lirael might 
indiſcriminately therefore partake of circumciſion and 
the paſſover, when none but the ſpiritual Iſrael ought of 
baptiſm and the Lord's ſupper ; even as the Apottle ob- 
terved, Heb. x11, 10. We have an altar, wheredf the) 
have no right to eat which /erve the Tabernacle, and 


SH Py - , - 
our Lord ſaid to the woman of Samar1a concerning his 


church, in contradiſtinction from the Jewiſh, that the 


time was row come, when the Father would ſeek. as his 
viſible people, thoſe only who awor/pipped him in ſpirit 
and in truth, John iv. 23. Hence alſo, an objection is 
obviated, That, according to the Baptiſts, the privi- 
e leges of children under che goſpel. are fewer than 


_ *+ thiſe under the law,” The abrogation of the cere- 


monial holineſs was no loſs of privilege ; and all who 


hear the goſpel have abundantly greater advantages than 
were enjoyed under the law, without admiaittering the 
_ p=culiar ordinances of Chriſt, to thoſe who are inca- 


pable of profiting by them. No doubt Mr. H. would 
remark here, as he does below, This is to put the ſeed 


of believers upon a level with the unciean, the ſeed A 
| 1 743 
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to childicn, than for the ſame right to be communicated 
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« 7he gentiles; the proper anſwer to which proud ſug- 
peſtion, is from the text he quotes, Acts x. 28. that the 
ſeed of a gentile or an unbeliever, is no more to be ac- 
counted unclean, than the ſeed of a Jew, or a believer ; 


and experience ſhews the latter as ſuch, to be in no 


other manner ſeparated and ſet apart for God,” than 
as every believer will pray for his children.— The other 
text is 1 Cor. vii. 14. But as the Apoſtle was there 
diſſuading the believing huſband or wife, from ſeparating 
from the unbelieving, 4% thereby the children ſhould be 


rendered unclean ; (el/e vere pour childrea unclean, but 
nab, 1, e. by your living together, they are holy) if this 
Federal-holineſs, or right to chriſtian ordinances, be in- 


tended, I aſk, how could the ſimple circumſtance of a 
believing huſband or wife's living with an unbeliever, 
a Chriſtian with-an heathen, conſtitute the church-mem= 
berſhip of the children? Or how could the ſimple de- 
parture of the believing partner from the unbelieving. 
caſt the children out of the covenant, and make void 
their right to baptiſm? According to this notion, their 
church-memberſhip depends upon a very brittle and un- 
ſubſtantial baſis; for the actual poſſeſſion of faith in 
the huſband or wife, is not ſufficient to ſecure the in- 
heritance to the ſeed, unleſs the believer abide with the 
infidel; all which muſt be admitted, if the Author's 
view of the words be allowed of, But tis certain that in 


Mal, ii. 14. 15. quoted p. 98. the Lord means the in- 


fluence of a chaſte matrimonial- attachment, between one 


man and one woman, in railing up a godly feed; and 
this is a very conſiſtent ſenſe here; that the believing 
partner living cordially with the unbeliever, in a fa. 


mily way, the children would have the greater advan» 


tages, of inſtruction in the means leading io holineſs, 


and be obliged to greater outward decency; whereas 
it a ſeparation took place, the children would not be 


taken proper care of. But this will no more argue ſor 


a right to chiiſtien-ordinances, tranſmitted from parents 


by 
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by a believing huſband to his unbelieving wits, or the 


( 533 ) 


wife to her huſband, either of whom, if an unbeliever, 
is ſaid in the ſame verſe, to be ſanQtified by the believe 
ing partner, exactly as the children are holy.— We have 


already, p. 11. anſwered Mr H's. 


IV. Argument, That the infants of believing pa- 


rents are diſciples; but ſhall add here (1) That it is 
very odd to call thoſe diſciples, who are merely . intended 


« for learning,“ (1.4e. whoſe parents wiſh them to be 
ſcholars) before they appear to have an inclination for 


learning, or are put to it. Neither our Lord nor the 
Baptiſts caſt children out of his ſchool, when capable of 
being taught ; but that Jeſus meant little children as ſuch, 


by the command feed my lambs, is another of Mr. H's. 


popular miſinterpretations. Our Lord ſpoke of perſons 
newly converted; new-born babes, who deſire the fincere 


milk of the word,—lIt is alſo (2) a very deep thought, that 


becauſe certain Judaizing teachers would have impoſed 
circumcifion, upon the Gentile converts, Acts, xv. 10. 
and the Apoſtles ordered them act to put upon the diſci- 

les a yoke, which neither they nor their fathers were able 


to bear, therefore children are called diſciples. Really, 


I cannot ſee how the medium ſupports the concluſion. 
Mr. H's. ſyllogiſm contains a fallacy, in its very con- 
ſtruction. I need not remind you of the rule in Dr. Warts's 
Logic, (Part II. ch. 2.) but I am ſurprized it did not oe- 
cur to you, in contracting Mr, H's. argument, that in 


all regular ſyllogiſms, F one of the premi/es be nega- 


lie the concluſion muſt be negative.” According to this 
rule, the above ſyllogiſm muſt run thus, 


Circumciſion was commanded net to be impoſed upon 


the diſciples. 

But infants received circumciſion. 

Therefore infants are not diſciples. 

For you can never form a regular affirmative concly- 
ſion from theſe premiſes ; and with a better appearance 
of argument you might aſſert, that the children were call» 


ed the fathers, than that they were called d;/cip/es. | have 


examined 
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examined all the texts brought to prove, that the infants 


of believers, as ſuch, are Chriſt's diſciples, and reſt my 
appeal, whether, in all thoſe texts, our Lord does not 
ſpeak, either of perſons converted, ſo as to look upon 


themſelves to be but children (indeed ſometimes a mere 


term of fondneſs for his diſciples, Matt. x 42) or elſe of 
ſome particularly hopeful child, who in early life diſco- 
vered real religion, as Mark, ix. 37. Luke, ix. 48 and 
eſpecially Matt. xvii. 4. where the child humbled himſelf, 
and tis evident was old enough to underſtand Chriſt call- 
ing to him, and teſtify his regard for Jeſus, by coming 
at his call.— The Baptiſts agree ſo far with Mr. H. 

V. © That it is the duty of all chriftian-parents, 
*© ſolemnly to dedicate and give up their children to God;“ 
but they are afraid God would account it arrogance in 
them, to claim the covenant of grace, as their children's 
entailed eſtate. Neither do they ſee how promiſing for 
them can enhance their natural obligations to duty; be- 
cauſe God has ſo conſtructed the mind, that no man will 
ſeriouſly conſider himſelf as bound to obedience, or more 
bound to it than otherwiſe he would be, by the promiſe 
of another for him; and the uniform conduct of Fedo- 
bapriſts, confirms the Baptiſts in this idea —!f alſo the 
little ones are mentioned, Deut. xxix. 11. So are the 
geber of wood and drawers of water; and by parity of 
reaſon, the ſlave might as well be baptizcd for the faith 
of his maſter, as the child in right of his father. 
—PFurther, though it is an unhappy illuſtration of the 
matter to ſay, p. 112, that as a man can bind h1+ heir to 
Pay his debts, ſo he can bind his child in his duty ro 


God {becaule it looks as if the ſon were to make up for 


the duty owing by the father; at leaſt, as no man can 
bind his {on to pay debts, unleſs he leave property ſuffi- 
cient, he ought when he binds him to God, to transfer a 
proportionable quantity of grace, for the diſcharge of his 


duty) and though Tonadab, and Fephtha particularly, 


are curious examples, ot parental power, yet we have no 
doubt that, as far as their influence and authority reach, 
| __ parents 


parents have power to benefit their children, by adhering 


ever ſpoken of, in the New- Teſtament, but as a man's 


4 
parents ought to oblige their children, “ aobile in their 
„ houſe,” p 111. to behave well, But they cannot pro- 
miſe or bargain for themſelves, and ſtill leſs make con- 
tracts with God for their children —Tis alſo a poor buſi- 
neſs, to fet parents upon making contracts, which may 
be rendered void by after“ refuſal” and “ forfeiture,” 
p. 112. and which it is certain the children, if they live, 
will torteit by fin. No ſerious parent can take comfort 
from ſuch engagements. As for the remark, p 112. that 


to the covenant, as the wicked prejudice their's by the 
Lord's viſiting the fins of the fathers upon the children, 
Mr. H. obſerves, p. 194 that the childrens imitation of 
their fathers crimes, was the reaſon of the puniſhment, 
and particularly infiſts, p. 127. that under the goſpel. 
there is no entail of curſes. He ſhould have remembered 
further, that ſpiritual bleflings are not commun:cated, as 
puniſhments for ſin are inflicted. Judgments are the de- 
ſerved reward ; bleſſings a free-gift. Conſequently God 
does not bind himſelf, by giving ſpiritual bleſſings to the 
parent, to beſtow them alſo upon the children. The Bap- 
tiſts, however, are not the people, that will not give 
ce their children to God.” They wiſh to ſee them pare 
of the price“ of the Redeemer's blood. But ſays Mr. H. 
p. 113. There is no © better way” of dedicating chil- 
dren, than by baptiſm. Not to ſay that he tacitly con- 
feſſes, that another method is as good, the betternęſi of 
the way depends entirely upon the expreſſed will of the 
inſtitutor, not upon Mr. H's. forced analogies. His bu- 
ſinets was to have ſhewn plainly, whereabcuts baptiſm is 
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perſonal-dedication of himſelf to God. Or if we muſt 
reaſon from what ve ſuppoſe to be better, upon Mr. A's. 
principle, „that intants are capable of receiving the 
% privileges of the covenant,” what can be Setter than 
(as Mr. Pierce and Dr, Prie/tley irrefragably argue, from 
the examples of the Fathers) to give them the Lord's ſup- 
per for their eſtabliſhment, as well as baptiſm for their 
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initiation, We have ſeen p. 23. that the Jews gave the 
paſſover to young children.—l do not know who thoſe are 
that ſay, ** that our children are to be dedicated to God, 
% no otherwiſe than our houſes, and eſtates, and callings“ 
p. 114. we ought indeed to devote the latter to him 20175 
out reſerve ; and we can do no more in regard to our 
children. But we are ſenſible that our offspring have im- 
mortal ſouls, which makes us more importunate with God 


for them, then for any earthly concern, And unleſs it 


could be proved, that baptiſm confers an inalienable 
right to divine grace, that earneſtneſs is all a conſiderate 
parent can mean, by dedication therein. For at the time 
Mr. H. ſpeaks of it's ſealing in the covenant of grace, 
he allows that a perſon may afterwards exclude himſelf 
from that covenant. So that the utmoſt a pious parent 
can do. is to pray for his children. He is at no greater 
certainty about their ſalvation, than he is about his call- 
ing's not failing. or his houſe not being burnt; no greater 


certainty than a Baptiſt, who brings his child uncon- 
ditionally to Chriſt to bleſs him, as they did, Mark x, 


13.— might paſs by Mr. H's. 
VI. Argument, from Matt. xxviii. 19. having ſeen, p. 11. 


that our Lord's commiſſion was that inſtruction precede 


baptiſm. But it is natural to remark here, how amply 
ſome of Mr. H's. obſervations, under this head, juſtify 


that explanation. For when a general enliſts ſoldiers, 


be makes propoſals as inducements to enliſt, before he 
puts the tnoney or colours into their hands. The very 
act of giving the colours implies conſent firſt obtained, 
and that the ſoldier opens his hand to receive 


them. Thus alſo ſealing a deed, or giving [very an 


feifin of an eſtate, implies a previous agreement to con- 
vey that eſtate, as baptiſm does the knowledge and 
agreement of the perſon baptized. Upon theſe principles 
I can eaſily perceive, how inſtruction and faith are the 
* the ſoul,” and immerſion in water “ the body or 
outward repreſentation of baptiſm ; but infant-ſprink- 
ling is neither body nor ſoul. Indeed Mr, H. ſeems 

Aware 
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aware of the conſent of the parties in his illuſtrations, 


by an infinuation, p 115. that infants are © a conſent- 


« ing part of nations ;” alais! flow? “ thoſe. ſays 
„ he.” who are e !12ftees of their wills,” which brings 
us, as before, to the doctrine of Geodfathers, only that 
he ſubſtitutes the parents for the ſtrau ers. But this is a 
diſtinction without a difference, if by truſtees he mean 
thoſe that can promz/e and wourh; for a parent can. no 
more than an alien, promiſe for his child Bat if by 
truſtee he mean a natural aathority, to command while 


under his care. as this power does not involve the child's 


conſent alſo, it is not a reaſon for calling the children 
of believers, as ſuch, Chriſt's diſciples - With this oh- 
ſervation we leave, what Mr. H. calls his magna=charta 
for intant-baptitm, being equally willing to abrde, with- 
out the leaſt apprehenſion ot falling,” by our Lord's 


commiſſion, or by the doctrine and practice of the pri- 


mitive churches, which were entirely conſonant to their 
one lIuaugi wer's direction, Hence we only read of ſuch as 
gladly received the word, and protfeſſed to belie us with all 
their hearts, being baptized; and while the Act, of the 
Apoſtles fupport this truth, it would not move us, could 
Mr. H. bring all the uninſpired Faihers for his practice; 
for what were they but men, very weak and fallible 
men? However, if their teſtimony be of any weight, we 
have the moſt: authentic on our fide. As obſerved, p. 
143. there was ſo late as Cyprian's time (about the year 


250) a diſpute. whether baptiſm, like circumciſion, 


ſnould be deferred to the ezgnt4-day, and it proves (con- 
trary to Mr. H's. aſſuming aſſertion, that the practice 
itſelf “ had never bcen diſputed”) that it was a cuſtom 


but lately taken up, and the formulary of which had 


not yet been adjuſted; for if it had regularly ſucceeded 
circumciſion, the circumſtance of time had been ſettled, 
ſome hundreds of years before. Auſtin's remaik alſo, 
p. 136 abſurd as it is, ſhews that many in his day diſ- 
allowed of infant-baptiſm. And Lucian's deriſion of his 
baptiſm as only the change of his name, p. 157, evinces 
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that he had the name of heathen, before that of chriſtian, 
conſequently his baptiſm had been adult. What change 


of name does infant-baptiſm give? The anecdote re- 
lated by Dionyſius Alexandrinus, p. 265. demonſtrates, 


likewiſe, that it was the uſual cuſtom of the ancient 


church, to baptize thoſe who were able to anſwer 


queſtions, which made the ſolemnity ſo affecting to the 
ſpectator ſpoken of. Once more; let a man 2 


Juſlis Martyr Dialogue æuitb Trypho (of which, by 


the way, I wiſh to ſee a good Engliſb tranſlation pub- 
liſhed ) and he will find, that the moſt ancient chriſtian- 
writers had no notion of circumciſion, either as an act 
of religious worſhip, or a ſeal of the covenant of grace, 
or a paitern for the adminiſtration of baptiſm, In ſhort, 
it would be a good reply to Mr. H's. book, and is a 


noble teſtimony, that the church, in the firſt and ſecond 
_ Centuries, were totally ignorant of that argument, 


which is now the main pillar of infant-baptiſm, the 


- Jewiſh circumciſion. —Conſidering then, that this practice 
is fo unſupported by fair interpretations of ſcripture, it 


is not wonderful the Baptiſts have very capital objections 
to it. It's inconſiſtency with the general definition of 
baptiſm is one,—The inattention to the diſtinction be- 
tween the natural and ſpiritual ſeed of Abraham, and 
the conſequent miſapplication of ſcripture, is another.— 
The adminiſtration of circumcifion to thoſe who were 
not included in the Abrahamic-covenant, and it's non- 


adminiſtration to the Jewiſh females, who were, as 


much as the males, within that covenant, is an un- 
anſwerable objection to the analogy between it and 


chriſtian-baptiſm; as well as that it's adminiſtration 


without enquiry into the faith, or moral character of the 


parents, is an inſuperable objection, on Mr. H's. own 
grounds of infant-baptiſm. But theſe and the like he, or 


his Editor, nave prudently paſſed over; and would fain 


have their readers believe, that the Baptiſts have only 


three objections to urge; which three, however, are 
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I. That infants are not capable of the ends of bap- 
„ tiſm, having neither underſtanding nor faith.” Now 
let us have that reverence for the word of God, as to 
read the New-Teſtament account of baptiſm, 1 Pet. iii. 
21, The anſwer of a good conſcience by the reſur rection of 
Chri/t; (implying faith in the full efficacy of the death 
of Chriſt, as manifeſted by his reſurrection, and a con- 
ſcience cleanſed from guilt by that belief} of which 
baptiſm, ſignifying a burial and reſurreQion, as well as 
waſhing in water, is ſo apt, and deſcriptive an emblem. 
This is that one, that only baptiſin the Bible knows of. 
Are infants capable of this? Or can you ſhew us the 
place, wherein circumciſion is thus defined? But, ſays 
Mr. H. It was a ſeal of juſtification, Rom. iv. 11. 


and of ſanGtification,” Deut. xxx. 6. and baptiſm is 
% no more.“ Beſides the abſurdity of /ealing infants as 
juſtified, whoſe actual juſtification cannot be even pre- 


ſumed, the former of theſe texts we have replied to, p. 
7. 35. And if circumciſion were a token of ſanctifica- 
tion, the Apoſtle, plainly teaches us, Rom. it. 25. Gal. 
v. 3. that it was not of an evangelical nature; but a 
badge of obligation to fulfil the whole law; which 
ſentiment is alſo confirmed by Deut. xxx. 6. for Moſes 
does not call it a ſeal, or affarance, that God would 
ſanctify Iſrael ; but propheſies, that time would diſcover 
legal reſtraints, to be inſufficient to induce them to love 
the Lord with all their heart, and that an inward and 
ſuperior circumciſion would be proved neceſſary ; which 
alſo Paul ſpeaks of, Col. ii. 11.— The two other replies 


to this objection we have obviated, p. 45. and p. 54+ 


II. I know it is objected. That infant-baptiſm 


„ doth more harm than good;“ and this is a remark fo 
obvious, from the multitudes who are, as Mr. H. allows, 
„ ſtrengthened in their deluſions” by it, that it is diifi- | 
cult to point out, what good it ever did. We will not i 


indeed deny, that ſome wicked people have abuſed adult- 
baptiſm; but that theſe are not many, that they are com- 
paratively a very few, may be argued from . 
. |  Trom 
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from the nature of the thing. Let me, Sir, put the 
queſtion to you cloſely, as a man of conſideration, Has 
it a tendency to harden men in fin, to inſtruct them, to 
examine them ſtrictly. to obtain all the ſatisfaction we 
can, reſpecting their knowledge and poſſeſſion of real re- 
ligion, and then, upon a ſolemn profeſſion of their faith 
and obedience, ſolemnly to baptize them ? Upon ſecond 
thoughts, you will not ſay it has.— I think alſo, con- 
fidering all events ſince Mr. H's. death, it was ill-judged 
to bring up his piety, as the effect of his infant-baptiſm ; 
becauſe if its moral- influence were ſo efficacious in one 
inſtance, why not in another, in all? It pains me, but 
by inſerting this bravado, you have forced me to remind 
you, that Mr. H had a Son, with whom no doubt he 


did with him; but who did not walk in the Reps of his 
fathers ; who was, in every reſpect, the reverſe to them. 
Now, this ſon being proſe ſſedly born, or put into the 
covenant, and trained up in the belief of an actual part 
in it, why did not God work upon him through the 
moral- influence of infent-baptiim, as well as the father 
aſſerts God did upon him ? Is it not righteous in the 
Lord, to diſappuint peopie's expectations in their chile 
dren, when thote expectations are built upon ſuch un- 
warrantable grounds? } know it will be replied, ** Mr, 
«© Hs. fon did not. as he grew up, fulfil the conditions. 
But if the good work wrovght in the father, were owing 
to God's bleſſing upon his infant-baptiſm, p. 118. why 
did not that bleſſing concur as ethcacioufly, with that of 
his ſon? Or it the ton's non compliance wich the condi- 
tions were the reaſon of hi, graceleſſneſs. was it on the 
other hand, the zaturally good ditpoſition of the father 
to the covenant, that muved God to work a good work 
«© upon his ſoul?” In one word, the matter comes to 
this dilemma; either Mr. H's. own innate goodneſs 
procured that grace, which ccncurred with his infant» 
baptiſm, to make the difference of character between 
nim and his ſon; or elle tis inconceivable, why the 
bleſſings 


took as much pains, as his father, Mr Philip Henry, 
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blefings ſaid to deſcend to the ſeed of believers, by vir- 
tue of their parents faith, and their own baptiſm, did 
not reach the ton as well as the father.— But. 
III. It is objected, “ We have no precept nor prece- 
& dent in all the New-Teſtament, for infant-baptiſm 
and as all parties allow this fact, it is a moſt capital ob- 
jection in the matter of a goſpel-ordinance. How is it 
obviated ? The (1, Anſwer 1s that kind of recrimination 
which a man, unable to refute a charge againit him, 
makes of tauits his accuſer is guilty of, not to juitify 
himtelf, but filence his adverſary; q. d. ½ J am a 
% thef, you are cheater.” Suppoſe that the Baptiſts did 
without tcriptural-authority, admit women to the Lord's 
ſupper, would that prove infant-baptiſm to be right? 
Were the recrimination juſt, | would rather give my 
vote for denying women ihe ſupper, then rake occation 


from the intruhon of one error, to wink at the inroads - 


of another. But when we read, Acts 1. 14. that the 
women joined in prayer and ſupplication ; and Acts ii. 1. 
that the fame perſons were all, with one accord in the 
teiuple; and Acts ii. 18. 42. 46. that the whole church, 
of which women were a part, broke bread, as confeſſed 
by Mr. H. p. 29. and Acts v. 1. that Sapphira, as well 


as Ananias, was of the church; and Acts, viii 12. that 
women, as well as men, were baptized, it needs no fur- 
ther proof of their ad miſſion to the Lord's ſupper, which 


they are as capable of profiting by as the men; and ob- 
jections ſuch as theſe, intimate a ſcarcity even of plau- 
lible ſuggeſtions, to puzzle an opponent. Draw as fair 
an inference for the baptiſm of infants. The (2) Reply 
is a challenge, © to ſhew a precept, or precedent, for 
„ baptizing the child of any one chriſtian, at years of 
6 diicretion.” He muſt mean to ſet us upon proving, 
that the children which were infants at, or born after 
the converſion of the parents, were not baptized before 
they became adult ; for he allows that if adult at the 
time, the profeſſion mult be their own. But I cannot 


| tee the force of this challenge to prove a negative. Tis 


ſufficient | N 


(&@) 


ſufficient for us, that the goſpel which was ordered to be 
reached to every creature, runs, He that believeth and 7s 
aptized, Mark xvi. 16. conſequently, no other goſpel is 
to be preached to any creature; and that the promiſe li- 
mited to as many as the Lord ſhall call, Acts ii 39. 
implies that even the ſeed of believers muſt be called, 
before they have a title to baptiſm. Theſe general pre- 
cepts would, in any other caſe, be thought to ſuperſede 
the neceſſity of more particular directions, ſpecifying 
that the children of believers muſt be adult, If I had 


an eſtate, and another man made pretenſions to it, the 
law would deem it unreaſcnable in me to prove that 


he had zo right. It would ſet him upon proving that 
he bad any title at all. So here, it is not our buſi- 
neſs to prove, that the children of believers avere 
not baptized until grown up, but your's that they 
were baptized, before they arrived at years of diſcretion, 
The caſes are ſtrictly parallel, and ſhew Mr. H's. miſap- 


plication of his legal adage. Our efloppe!” conſiſts of 


a general ſtatute, with which the baptiſm of infants is 


inadmiſſible. For the matter to be ſet at large, he ſhould 


have brought a repeal, or enlargement of that ſtatute. But 
the uncandid nature of this challenge will be ſeen, by 
comparing p. 119. With p. 68. in the latter of which he 


tells us, that the records of the New-Teſtament relate 


only to the planting of chriſtianity 5 and indeed they do 
not contain the hiſtory of any particular church, 
longer than about zhree or four years. Yet he calls 
upon us to prove a point, that would require ſuch 
an hiſtory, for at leaſt zawelve or fourteen years. 
What unreaſonable proofs, would not ſuch controvertiſts 
extort from the Baptiſts? Will you permit me alſo, in 
my turn, to challenge you all'“ to ſhew me one good 
reaſon, why the adult children of believers are not as 
much entitled to the ſeal of the covenant, from the faith 
of their parents, and without any faith of their own, as 
the infant-ſeed ? Upon your principles it would be a 
misfortune, for the ſon of a Jew or Heathen to be adult, 
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at the converſion of his father, For if an infant, he 
would of courſe have the ſeal of the covenant, in right 
of his believing parent; but if adult, this entail of pri- 
vilege is cut off, and he is left to the unconditional mercy 
of God, with the Baptiſts and other finners, But I have 
a more direct reply to Mr. H's, challenge. The church 
at Rome was planted about the year 43. the Epiſtle to the 
Romans written about the year 58. There were ſome 
then, it is highly probable, of this church, who were 
very young when their parents were converted, or born 
after ſuch converſion, as there intervened a ſpace of 15 
years. But none of them received baptiſm in infancy ; 
for the Apoſtle's words, /o many of us as were baptized 
into Chriſt, were baptized into his death, ch. vi. 3. ei- 
ther mean, that by baptiſm they were made actual par- 
zakers of the merits of Chriſt's death; or that they were 
baptized upon a credible profeſſion, of their belief of his 
death. The firſt would make baptiſm to confer ſalvation, 
The latter is as forcible an argument, that none but the 
adult, and profeſſedly believing deſcendants of this church 
were baptized, as it is, according to Dr. Doddridge, that 
ſome of their parents were chriſtians, at the birth of theſe 
deſcendants. Upon the whole, as we have a full and 
clear account of baptiſm in the New-Teltament ; and yet 
Mr. H. allows, p. 70. that there are puzzling difficul- 
ties in that of infants; and as the plain directions of the 
New-Teſtament are for believer's baptiſm, we may reſt 
ſatisfied, that infant-baptiſm has no ſcriptural-warrant, 
and that the objections to it, after all Mr. H's. laboured 
explanatians, remain with undiminiſhed validity. Jam, &c. 


P. S. In addition to the remarks on circumciſion, I 
beg leave to obſerve here, that Dr. Taylor of War- 
rington, in his treatiſe on the Covenant of Grace, p. 
25. makes a groundleſs diſtinction, between circum- 
ciſion after the manner of Moſes, Acts xv. 1. and cir- 
cumciſion after the manner of Abraham; as if in the former 
view only it was &@ yoke; that is, when the ceremonial 
law 
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& | 
law was inſtituted, it was then conſidered as a badge 
of obligation to obey that law, (at leaſt the chriſtian 
Phariſees thought ſo; but was not a yoke before that 
time; whereas the Apoſtle, Rom ii. 25. 26 Gal v. 3, 
Intimates, that it was called ſo, becauſe a token of 
obligation to fulfil the oral law, as well as comply 
with the ceremonial ; in ſhort a mark of that condi- 


tional-covenant he ſpeaks of, p. 21 as republiſhed at 
Heoreb, to ſhew the nature and“ demerit of ſin, and 


to bring to Chriſt ; not of the covenant of grace, Which 


was the rule of juſtification ''—The reſt of the Dr's. 
piece (beſides the peculiar difficulties of his ſcheme, which 
are well animadverted upon by two Pedobaptuis, Dr, 
Cruy/e, in the Preface to his Paraphraſt on the Remans, and 


in Dr. Eftine of Edinburgh's Ejays.) ſo much reſem- 


bles Mr. A's. reaſoning, that the 1ame reply will ſerve 


for both. P. 22. he conſiders the bleſſings communicated, 


by deſcent, to a believer's ſeed, to be given ** freely, 
& abſolutely, and unconditionally, as an eftate abſolutely 
given to a man and his heirs for ever.” P. 45. he par- 
ticularizes theſe bleſſings to be, Election, High-calling, 
% Adoption, Remiſſion of fins &c. But when he explains, 
p-. 51. though inſtead of bluntly mentioning condztions, 
he cautiouſly uſes the words principles, means moutrves. 
&c.” yet it comes to this at laſt, that a man may loſe 
«+ the benefit of that eſtate, which he before declared to 
„% be abſolutely given,“ and may fail of eternal ſalva- 
& tion.“ Doth a fountain ſend forth, at the ſame place, 


fſaveet water and biller f—\ beg leave to refer you alto, to 


Poole Annotations, tor proof that Paul alluded to Gen, 


X11 3. in the calculation of 430 years, Gal. iii. 17. not 


to Gen. xvii. 7. the date of wich falls ſhort of that 
number 24 years. . 
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LS 3 L646 MIT. 
The inutilit) of Infant-baptijm. | 
Rev. STR, 


I READILY admit, that were infant-baptiſm of an 


indiſputably good tendency, it would be a ſtrong pre- 
ſumption in its favour 3 but totally inconſiſtent as it is 
with ſcripture, from thence ariſes a ſuſpicion, that it is 


not that beneficial practice, in a religious view, which 


its friends would fain repreſent it to be. I ſay in a reli- 


* g7ous view; for that it has abundantly contributed, to the 


worldly grandeur and popularity of national-churches, 


ſo called, I am not inclined to diſpute. Indeed it reflects 


no honour upon the practice, that it is ſo pleaſing to men 
of the world; nor does this mark it as one of Chriſt's or- 
dinances, But I mean, in this Letter, to conſider what 


Mr. H. advances concerning its »/efulne/5s. Injuriouſly . 
as he ſpeaks of the Baptiſts, as like the heathens, ww2th«. 


out natural-affetion, p. 71. cutting their children off 
„ from ſalvation,” p. 88. not“ letting them be ſervants 
« in Chriſt's family, but bidding them Go and ſerve other 
6 Gods ;” yea delivering them to Satan,” p. 106. 
with a vaſt deal more of the kind ; yet when he comes to 


explain the Necęſity and Efficacy of infant-baptiſm, Chap. a 


III. I cannot ſee what harm its omiſſion is productive of. 


He diſclaims its neceſſity to ſalvation, p. 126. though 


the omiſſion have proceeded from, what he calls, the 
% neglect of man.” Nay, if p. 6 7. he treat it as 
a conveyance, Which gives, a right and title ; p. 127. he 
is as poſitive, that provided the parent be a believer, his 
child“ has an intereſt in 1 promiſes of God,” * 
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the ** avant of the mere gn cannot diſannul; and there- 
fore all the declamation, about putting our children into 
the camp of ſatan, and doing what we can to damn them 
&c. however obvious the drift, is but a bugbear to 
frighten filly women. Accordingly, the Author often 
ſpeaks of baptiim, p. 115. 145. as not ęiving, or confer- 
ring, but recognizing the title. It might be proper to aſk 
then, If the privileges in debate deſcænd lineally from fa- 
ther to ſon, in whoſe fight is this recognizance to be 
made? If in God's fight (which Mr. H. inſinuates, p. 
130. by-** putting the child's name into the goſpel- 
grant;“ a name that he maintained was there before) I 
can make nothing of it but a very unneceſſary piece of 
buſineſs; nor can | find in the Bible, that becauſe Rath, 
regard for tne true God which induced her to prefer 
Iſrael to Moab, is ſtiled !ru/fting under his wings, Ch. ii. 
12. therefore this phraſe was applied indiſcriminately to 
thoſe who were circumciſed p. 29. lt is true, p. 130. he 
treats baptiſm as a ſpecies of ** regeneration,” in like 

manner as the church of England he complains of, p. 
127. But obliged here to confeſs, that in the caſe of 
adult perſons, ſomething more is neceſſary to bring them 
to heaven, he finds it needful to ſuppoſe two ſorts of 
regeneration ; one, to take the children of believers to 
heaven, if they die in infancy, but not ſufficient to carry 
them through life if they grow up; ſo that though 
made new-creatures in baptiſm, they may become again 
old-creatures, and need another regeneration to fit them 
for glory, if indeed they do not mils of it at laſt; the good 
ſenſe of all which | leave to thoſe, who can ſee into the 
utility of infant- baptiſm, from this fair ſtatement of 
Mr. H's. words.—But if by recognizing a title be 
meant, that inf{ant-baptiſm affords thoſe conſiderations, 
which the party baptized may improve the future recol- 
lection and meditation of, for the purpoſes of religion, 
let us ſee what thoſe conſiderations are, and whether the 
imple dedication of a child by prayer to God, after 
Chriſt's example, will not aniver every good purpoſe 
wichout intaut- baptiiin, of Which we have no example at 
all, 


all. This preſumed 2ſefulneſt is contained in Chap. v. 


6657 


where, in a very tedious and tautalogical manner, the 


Author treats of the Practical- improvement of our bap- 


tiſm, more eſpecially infant-baptiſm; thus preferring the 
latter to the baptiſm, he does not deny Chriſt appointed, 
When | apply the charge, of /etting his threſhold by God's 
threſhold, and his poft by God's poſt, Ezek. xliii 8. to 


Mr. H. tis at leaſt as good an application, and as chari- 


table, as ſome of his to his opponents; and it is a charge 


enormouſly verified, by explicit declarations in this chap» 


ter; ſee alſo p. 175 —But the whole of the obſervationſs 
on the utility of infant-baptiſm, is comprized in the 


following particulars. Firf, That it beſpeaks an early, an 


hereditary quarrel with fin; yea, with original fin itſelf, 


* 185, Now it cannot beipeak ſuch an early quarrel, | ; 


but in one of theſe tour ways; either that the party 
baptized derives from thence, an early antipathy to ſin 


or that the parent makes an early promiſe for the child; 


or that the parent expreſſes his prayer for the child, that 


in early life he may quarrel with fin; or laſtly, that 


infant-baptiſm is ſignificant of the obligation, to an early 


quarrel with it. The firit is not true in fact. The ſe- 


cond we have diſproved, p. 54 No parent can promiſe 
for his child, or be reſponſible for him, any further than 
relates to a care of his education. But if prayer be in- 
tended, this end is as well anſwered, by a ſimple dedicati- 
on to God; which alſo is as expreſſive of the obligation al- 


luded to, and bids fairer for efficacy, than a rite Shriſt 
never pave his ſanction to As to Mr. H's. notion, of A 


child's being. from the cradle, buried with Chriſt in baptiſm, 


tis ſuch a perverſion of a text, that ſpeaks entirely of the 


voluntary profeſſion of adult-perſons, Rom. vi. 3. as is 
only equalled by that of another in the ſame chapter, v. 
14. that infants being ſprinkled, are thereby engaged, that 
Vin fall not have dominion over them, — |'he like may be ſaid 
of the hereditary guarrel with fin. No Baptiſt will contra- 
dict him, that if a parent hated fin, it is much to be wiſh= 


ed the children alſo may have grace to hate it. But how 


does 
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does this prove the propriety of baptizing infants? As 
a Pedobaptiſt-parent cannot aſſure his child's quarrel with 
fin, by his ſuppoſed baptiſm, a Baptiſt can go as far as 
he in praying for, and devoting his child to God.—Then 
as to original in, while Mr. H. p. 188. reproaches the 
baptiſm our Lord Jeſus deſcribed, as not reterring to it, 
we muſt leave that matter to be ſettled with Chriſt him- 
ſelf. All I ſhall ſay is, that common-ſenſe leads people, 
when they behold ſtreams to ſuppoſe a fountain, when 
they ſee a poiſonous fruit to ſuppoſe a porſonous root; 
but if the obſervation have any edge, it has zo edges; 
for if adult-baptiſm did not point particularly to original- 
fin, neither would infant-baptiſm to actual fin; and in- 
deed being fo often ſuppoſed io contain a cure for origi- 
nal-fin, 1 do not wonder that many who, through the 
force of education, are reſtrained from the groſier immo- 
ralities, and are lifted up by a fond idea of their baptiſ- 
mal-chriſtianity, think their ſins merely venial; what are 
eaſily put to the account of human infirmity. Mr. 's. 
book ſtrengthens this ſelf- complacent diſpoſition.— But 
II. Tis further inſiſted, p. 191, that the obligations 
to duty are ſtrengthened by infant-baptiſm. Not one of 
the inducements propoſed however, but is equally ſtrong 
without it; Ex. Gr. That God is our rightful maſter, 
and has, we will not ſay with the Author, a prior claim 
to the Devil; but that /o/e and entire claim that Satan 
hath not.— Neither is it difputed that God is a 4ind maſ- 
ter. But our duty to him does not, as here inſinuated, 
ariſe from baptiſm, ſtill leſs from infant-baptiſm. That 
would lead to the concluſion, that but for baptiſm God 
hath no property in his creatures. The Baptiſts believe 
him to have a natural and indefeaſible right to them.-— 
God is alſo an od maſter, to thoſe who have been long in 


his ſervice; but you will find it hard to make good the 


aſſertion, that men are born, or put by baptiſm, into 
God's ſervice. This would ſuperſede the work of con- 
verſion; or make it and baptiſm the ſame thing. Nor do 
we ſcruple to allow, that God being our father's maſter, 


16 
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8 is an inducement to chuſe him for our maſter, But this 

h is a conſideration foreign from that of baptiſm; and may 
s be as ſtrong in thoſe who deny infant-baptiſm ; unleſs 
n Mr. H. would releaſe the children of unbelievers, from 

e the obligation of God being their maſter.— As little does 

A infant-baptiſm, 

0 Ill. “ Strengthen the inducements to repent.” In 


ſcripture, repentance is always a pre- requiſite for baptiſm; 
repent and be baptized How then is infant-baptiſm, 
which inverts this order, any inducement at all, mach 
leſs a ſtrengthening inducement to repent? The only 
_ reaſons brought are, that God is our father's God, which 
wie have obviated ; and that infant-baptiſm is the child's 
own engagement; therefore the ſins committed in after» 
life are horrid perjury,” p. 198. which, if true, would 
be to me a ſufficient argument againſt the practice; becauſe 
knowing that my child, if he lived, would fin, I muſt 
be en N to his perjury. But it is contrary to all our 
common- notions of juſtice, to accuſe a man of perjury, 
for breaking an engagement he was not conſenting to. 
If you took it into your head to contract an infant in 
f matrimony, and that child, in future life, made a dif- 
ferent engagement; could you in conſcience charge him 
5 with the guilt of adultery ? I allow all fin to be a breach 
of duty, and a reaſon for repentance. Bat | inſiſt upon 
it, that no Pedobaptiſt deems himſelf a greater ſubject of 
repentance, on account of contracts made for him in his 
infancy..-But | 
IV. ls infant-baptiſm a greater ſupport to faith? Mr. 
H's. illuſtrations of this head are of a-piece with the for. 
mer; that where God 1s the father's God, he is of courſe 
the child's God, in an +5creditary covenant,” p. 202, 
Tis piain from hence, that he does not think, with Paul, - 
tnat the children of believers are children of wrath, even 
as others, Eph. ii. 3. Yet this, were it true, would not 
prove the uſefulneſs of infant-baptiſm, unleſs added to it, 
a promiſe could alſo be found, annexed to the identical 
circumſtance ef baptiſm in infancy, for the greater ſup= 
port 
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port of faith, T hope the Baptiſts take encouragement to 
truſt in God, becauſe their fathers truſted in him and 
found him faithful. But they have more direct encou- 
ragement, from the particular promiſe of their Lord, 
He that believeth and is baptized thall be ſaved, Mark, 
xvi 16 —'n erlarging upon this ground of faith how- 
ever Mr. H goes farther. than any profeſſedly Protes- 
tant writer | ever read. He maintains, that God accepts 
of a child, ** upon his father's intereſt,” p. 203. (ſo ma- 
king the tather the child's ſpiritual head, as Chriſt is of 
his church) that, upon this footing. the child is waſhed, 


cloathed. and taken into covenant, 1. e. pardoned juſtified, 


and made a child of God. This is elſewhere called the 
love of the child's 2/pouſals to Chrift, P 164. 216; and 
it is affirmed. p. 267. that the infant ly 

Polluted. the Lord, ix bapti/m, ſaid unto him live, ſpread 


bis ſkirt over him, ſauare unto him, and entered into coves 


nant with him from whence the infant bicame his, then 
he waſhed, anointed cloathed him decked his foul with or- 
naments, Ezek xvi. 8 and bapiſm was à time of love, 
often to be mentioned to the glory of tree, preventing 
« grace with a deal more of the ſame, which, in a 
ſpiritual ſenſe, is alone applicable to real believers; a 


repetition of which therefore, will be ſufficiently ſhocking 
to every godly mind, and render it needleſs fur me to 


prove, that infant-baptiſm is no evidence of the poſſeſ- 
fion of theſe bleflings, nor a ground for faith to build 
upon in reference to them. 

V. Mr. H. adds, p. 207 that infant-baptiſm 1s a 
greater encouragement to prayer, than that of adult- be- 


lievers. S0 that upon this principle, Ananias was wrong 
in exhorting and. encouraging Paul to pray, from the 


conſideration of his baptitm; calling upon the name of the 
Lord, Acts xxii 16. He ought more pertinently to have 
encouraged him, by the greater privilege of circumciſion 
when a boy; ex. gr. hat he was betimes entiiled to 
„the privileges of a child; that God was his father's 
« God; and how careful God was, to get poſſeſſion of 
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« him betimes;” &c. p. 209. But I ſuppoſe Ananias, like 


the Baptiſts, did not diſcern this uſe of circumciſion, or 
ot infant-baptiſm. 

VI. Mr. H. conſiders baptiſm, more eſpecially infant. 
baptiſm, as a leading motive to brorherly-lowe p. 215. 
And here he abuſes the Baptiſts, as unchriſtianixing the 
Catholic-church, becauſe they dare not call them 


chriſtians, who do not appear to be chriſtians indeed; 


whilſt he claims kindred with all Laiherans and Calviniſts ; 


with the Church of England; and, wiy did he not add, with 


the Arians, who allo ſprinkle infants, and with his Ho- 
lineſs the Pope, and the church of Rome, who are ſo large 
a part of this Catholic-church, to unchurch which is 
ſaid to be ſo diſhonourable to Chriſt, p. 213? To be 
ſure the Baptiſts (/ far ** like the Donatiſts of old,” 
if the Donatiſts, like them, diſallowed of infant-ſprink- 
ling) are a very preciſe, puritanical people, who do not 
indeed pronounce men to be anchriſtian becauſe unbaptized 
but yet who dare not (by baptizing indiſcriminately and 
baptizing infants) knowingly unite the church and the 
world, which Mr. H ſays, p. 122, © ought to be kept 


diſtinct,“ in order to make a difference between him 


that ſerveth God, and him that ſerveth him not. I will 
venture to aſſert alſo, that not one of the numerous en- 
croachments of Popery was ever attacked, but Mr, H's. 
prayer, p 213. * The Lord preſerve his church, from the 
* miſchievous conſequences of pride and bigotry !”? was 


was put up, by the p7ous maintainers of that encroach- 


ment The Author's reaſons, for the Hpecial influence of 
infant-baptiſm in promoting brotherly love, are 1) 


That it is a ſignal diicovery of God's preventing and 


„% unmerited love.” And fo it would be, were it a ſure, 
or a probable ſign, that ſuch are the children of God. 
But in fact 1: no more proves them to be his children 


than the h-athen are; for as many of them are immoral, 
and avowed enemies to Chritt, while they pride them- 
ſelves in the Chriſtian name.— The 2.) that it puts the 
child into an «aily relation to the people of God, is li- 
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able to the ſame objection. Though it may admit the 
wicked into the viſible-church, and mix ſinners with 
faints, there can be as little real communion, between 
the ſons of God and thoſe of Belial, as between light 
and darkneſs. Unleſs then the people of God could 
loſe all their taſte, become indifferent to Chriſt, and be- 


5 ſomething more operative than infant-baptiſm to recon- 
influence, pity but the Gentleman who ſuggeſted the idea, 


he pleads for the Catholic-church, Rome not excepted, 
as his brethren, he has no charity or candor for the Bap- 
tiſts, amongſt whom he confeſſes, p. 70. Piety hath her 
reſidence. In ſhort, from the received character of Mr. 
A. as a good tempered man, and the evidences of a dif- 
ferent ſpirit in this book, I am lead to conclude, that 
the penuine tendency of infant-baptiſm, not counter- 
ballanced by better principles, is rather to in flame the 
mind with “ envy, hatred, malice and uncharitable- 
„ neſs;“ and thereby diſcovers itſelf to be a counterfeit, 
ſent abroad into the world to diſcredit the true baptiſm, 
in which we renounce, and engage to fight againſt 
«* theſe deviliſh luſts,” p. 215 - From hence then it ap- 
pears, that the comfort and holineſs, which the Author ſo 
8 lays to the account of infant-baptiſm, are not 
airly imputable to it. —As little is to be deduced alſo, of 
its moral tendency, from Chap. wi. which contains 


concerning preparation for it“ the management 
of it“ —and the ** improvement of it afterwards.” 
For the two firſt go upon the preſumption, that infant- 
baptiſm is commanded in ſcripture. If that fail, both 
fall to the ground; tho? I alſo think it a pity, but people 
profeſſing it as a duty to God, were more ſerious in its 
performance, The Baptiſts do not paſs over baptiſm, in 


celebrated. Then, that part which makes infant-baptiſm a 


come one ſpirit with the unconverted, there muſt be 
cile ſuch oppoſites. However, if it have that benevolent 


were an illuſtration of its veracity ; pity that while 


Directions to Parents, concerning the baptiſm of their children; 


the light and merry mode a chriſtening is uſually - 


cleanſing 
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cleanſing, 238. is one of the very exceptionable articles 
in this book, in which the bleſſings of ſalvation are laid 


claim to for the infant-offspring, in virtue of an act 


done for them by their parents.—As to the third, the 
parents “ improvement of baptiſm, with reference to 
* their children.“ p. 239, as he is ſo confident that 
Iſaac bleſſed both his ſons, by faith in this covenant 
with him and his ſeed, p 242. I aſk, did he bleſs Eſau, 
with a view to the ſame covenant that he did Jacob? You 
know he did not; and does it not ſhew the covenant, in 
the line of Jicob, to be of a peculiar nature, and not 
generally applicable to believers and their ſeed ? The 
Baptiſts are as conſcientious as the other denominations, 
in praying for their children; in reaching them betimes, 
and faking pains with them; in zſing proper arguments, 
by the bleſſing of God to win upon them; in providing 
for them; and, ſhould they die infants, in ſurrendering 


them into the hands of God, with ** full confidence 


in his goodneſs, who has a right to reclaim what he 
gave; and this, on Mr. H's. own principles, is a ſuffi- 
cient improvement; for (belides an already-noted con- 
ceſſion p. 241. that though Abraham prayed for Iſhmael, 
God heard him only for Iſaac) he tells us, p. 126. and 
259. that he does not ground the hope of the ſalvation 
of infants, upon circumciſion or baptiſm; for David's 


child was /a/e, which died the /eventh day from the 


birth, conſequently uncircumciſed. So that conſidering 
the unſcriptural foundation of infant-baptiſm, and its 


inutility as here proved, the Baptiſts ſtand acquitted of 


uncharitableneſs and want of natural affection, in its 


omiſſion; a {imple dedication to God, by prayer, being 


ſufficient to anſwer all the ends of religious improve- 
ment. I beg leave to add, that if the propoſal were to 
make out, the religious and moral utility of another un- 


ſcriptural ceremony, the /gn of the croſ5 in baptiſm, 1 
have no doubt but an ingenious writer, whoſe predilecti- 
ons lay that way, could furniſh us with as many equally 


weighty, and ſeemingly ſcriptural arguments for'this ap- 
K pendage 
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pendage, and point out in as prolix a manner, the evan- 

gelical inſtructions to be deduced from it (ſuch as glo- 

Tying in the Creſi of Chrift, always bearing about us 

the dying of Lord Jeſus, Ec.) with a large aſſortment 

of miſapplied texts to ſupport the notion. But to the 

law and the teſiimony—Whither would not invention 
carry us * 


LETTER V, 


The dangerous tendency of infant. 
baptiſm. 


Rev. SIR, 


Ms. H. aſks p. 128. What effect hath bap. 
* tiſm upon baptized infants, and how doth it ope- 
& rate?” And he anſwers, * The Anabaptiſts ſay ** zr 
* hath none at all' J do not know any of the Baptiſts, 
that have made this reply ; and, for my own part, I am 
quite of the contrary opinion. Conſidering the Bible to 
be a complete rule of faith and practice, it 1s a juſt in- 
ference, that ſentiments and ceremonies not fully au- 
thorized thereby, are injurious, as well as uſeleſs and 
unneceſſary, Harmleſſneſs hath often been the plea, for 
uſhering in thoſe abſurdities into religion, which by de- 
oy have grown into bulky, deep-rooted and eſta- 
liſhed enormities. A man therefore jealous with a 
godly jealouſy, will obſerve the utmoſt caution, againſt 
encroachments of every kind; becauſe each innovation 
may poſſibly involve that error, that, if imbibed, will 
prove diſhonourable to God, and hurtful to the ſouls of 
men, Mr. H's treatiſe has, more than any book I ever 
read on the ſubject, confirmed a ſuſpicion I had more 
particularly of late, of the pernicious tendency 9 in. 
| ant. 
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fant baptiſm, in its influence on the religious and moral 


conduct; an influence fo evil, that Jam perſwaded it 
is leſs dangerous to be born the ſon of an unbeliever, 
than nurſed up, as Mr. H. has preſcribed, in an idea 
of being, by deſcent, in the covenant of grace; 


— Aliquis latet error; equo ne credite Teucri. 


have therefore thought it of ſufficient importance, to 
ſpend a letter upon this particular; and in order to make 
good the charge, I ſhall take the liberty of ſelecting for 
your peruſal, ſeveral paſſages ſcattered up and down the 


work. *Tis admitted, that in ſome places the Author 


ſpeaks of this covenant-right, as ſuſpended upon conditi- 


ons to be performed in future life, and alſo ſometimes of 


baptiſm as a ſimple dedication to God; or at molt, as not 
being a ell, p. 170, but as ſealing a conditional- 


grant, which may be forfeited by future miſbchaviour ; 


yet. in other places, the deſcription of both is in terms, 
that imply the moſt abſolute and indefeaſible convey- 


ance, of Chriſt and the vleflings of ſalvation, either by 
baptiſm, or elſe by inheritance which baptiſm ſeals, and 


makes ſure to the infant Thus p. 12 he ſays, © waſp 
« and be clean; waſh and be chriſtians ; *? and if it be en- 
quired, What is intended by being chriſtians ? He an- 
ſwers p 13. The waſhing with water implies /ome thing, 
of God's grace and favour, done for us and upon us; con- 


ſequently, that all this is done in baptiſm for infants, - 
Therefore, p 29. They may (as they became capable) 
lay claim to the Lord's ſupper; by which he does not 


mean, that a ſtrict ſcrutiny ſhould be made as to ſpiritual 
capacity; but that as theſe privileged infants grow up, that 
is to be ſuppoſed, and they ought to be admitted; 


though I grant, in p. 250. ſomething in a general way 
is ſpoken, about“ ſtirring them up” and perſwading them, 


to a perſonal profeſſion of faich and repentance, which 
ſeems to imply, that the ſeeds of theſe graces were al- 


ready, as their birth-right, laid in them, only that, like 


are 
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fire under the embers, they want ** ſtirring up.” - And 
thus to be, by deſcent and baptiſm, in the viſble church 


is called a fate of ſafety, becauſe ©* pathered from the 


* birth, under the wings of the divine majeſty,” p. 29. 
234. under God's peculiar care and defence, ©* on the 
« protected fide;” and this protection is compared to the 
ark which, for Noah's ſake, ** ſheltered even wicked 
« Ham from the univerſal deluge ;”” conſequently, from 


the analogy, the baptized, however wicked, are / ; 
Accordingly, all thus baptized are, without diſtinction, 


called brethren, and fellow-chriſlians,” p. 32; and the 
ſum of the bleſſings to baptized intants is, that God 
& quill be to them a God, and they ſhall be to bim 
* a people, p. 34. which doth eminently include all 
& happineſs; for what can a foul need or defire more, 
&« than /pecial intereſt in God:“ It involves even the 
glory and happineſs of heaven itſelf, p. 87 Hence 
juch infants are declared, to receive benefits from the 
covenant of grace, as by Teflament,” p. 82; they are 


* viſible believers,” 1. e. preſumed and taken for grant- 


ed, from their baptiſm, to be ſuch, p. 96. and chis me- 
thod of creating believers is ſaid, to magnify the 
* riches of grace,” Which provides that “ the quicken- 


é ing influences of the ſecond Adam, may bear ſome 


% analogy,” by the method of communication, to the kil- | 
ling influences of the firſt; that the remedy might be 
« as extenſive as the diſeaſe; and, that God might 
« thereby ſeet a godly ſeed,” which is not merely con- 
ſidered as a plea with God, to pive the offspring grace, 


but as an ate in fee already given, p. g7. 98. and all 


this efficacy being aſcribed. to infant church- memberſhip 
and baptiſm, no wonder it is thought, that the Antipe- 
dobaptiſts do, as much as in them lies, cut of their 


children from ſalvation; for we are told, this is the 
only [ufficient ground, wherein their ſalvation is to be 


hoped for, p 98. However it is ſome comfort to reflect, 
that if the parent be a believer, in the moſt material 
ienſe of the word, his unbelief in this reſpect, doth nat 


make 


make the righteouſneſs of God of none effe& ; but his 


in the laver of baptiſm, ?” by which they are to be looked 
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children ſhail profit, notwithſtanding his * negle&& ” p. 
88. It is well Mr. F. did not ſend all the children of 
the Baptiſts to hell. 

Other paſſages amount to the ſame. So there is a 


federal. holineſs talked of, i. e. an holineſs which God 


has, by covenant, engaged to give the ſeed of believers; 
on which account, they may be looked upon already as 
Holy, p. 109. They are alſo ſtiled di/c:ples of Chrift ; yea, 
the identical perſons our Lord meant, in his charge to Pe- 
ter, John xxi. 15. fred my lambs, p. 1109 — Further, 
infant-baptiſm is called a contrad in favour of the chil- 
dren, p. 112. admitting them into Chriſt's wiſible kingdom, 
p. 117. and conveying a legal right,” p. 129. It 
makes chriſtians, and (with St Auſtin, though not with the 
ancient church ) introduces to ** the mercy and grace of 
Goa, ”” p. 143. ſo that by ab immutable things in which 
it is impoſſible for God to lie, we might have ſtrong conſolation, 
that „ not only we, but our ſeed are taken into covenant,” 
p. 150, yea, advanced to be kings and prieſts unto God, 
p. 158, Infant-baptiſm therefore is the kindneſs of youth 
and the loue of eſpoujnls to Chriſt, p. 104 ; it is engrafting 
into Chriſt, and union with him, p. 173. 224. Baptized 


infants of courſe are of his fold, and the lambs of his flock, 


p. 179. i. e. poſſeſſed of ſaving grace, though in a weak 
mealure ; nay, p. 105. ſpeaks of their rſt waſhing 


upon as juſtthed ; only they muſt make freſh application, 
for the pardon of daily failings, which is called evaſhing 
the fret. Thus they put on Chri/?, p. 182. Sometimes they 
lie expoſed, as wretched outcalts, but are in baptiſm piti- 
ed, and taken up; at other times, they are born in God's 
houſe, waſh:d, dloathed, adorned and entered into Covenant 
with, p. 203. their infant=covenant, p. 199. by virtue of 
which they are, from their cradle, buried with Chrilt in 
baptiſm, and 1i/en agaw with him; are thus cut off from 
a life of fin, and entered upon a life of holineis, p. 175. 
are enliſted under Chrilt's banner, and joined to 

the 
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the praying body. This baptiſm therefore qualifies, in 
a ſpecial manner, for a confident approach to God; becauſe 
by it they are admitted to the relation of children, 
and © enrolled amongſt the ſzed of Jacob, to whom God 
„% never ſaid, /zek ye me in vain ; they are intereſted in the 
& mediator, * for they are baptized in his name, p. 
206, 2c7. and it is a promiſed-mercy,”. that God will 
accept of a child ſo dedicated, p 225. The nearer 
we come to the end of the book, the climax riſes 
higher alſo. It is affirmed, p. 226. to be a won- 
derful © ground of comfort and relief to a pious mother, 
& in breeding fickneſſis and bearing pains, that theſe tri- 
fling inconveuiences are to advance a greater good, be- 
cauſe in order to bring another member into Chriſt's 
& viſible kingdom ;” and who would not encounter 
( ſome difficulties, to bear a child to the Lord?” for 
upon ſuch mothers ** ſome ray of that honour falls,” 
which was put upon the virgin Mary; She was the 
% mother of Chrift, they are the mothers of Chriſtians ;** 
and (what the utmoſt ſtretch of my imagination, could 
not have expected from this quarter) the very words uſed 
by the angel to Mary, to ſignify the birth of our Lord, 
are declared to be, in a ſenſe, applicable to the ſeed of 
believers, and properly addrefſed to a pious mother, 
« That holy thing which ſhall be born of thee. ſhall be called 
& a child of God.” When a former Vicar of our Pariſh 
applied to the Royal Martyr King Charles I. the words of 
John concerning our Lord's death, He bowed his head and 
gave up the Ghoſt ; John x1x. 30. it was thought highly 
irreverent. But I ſuppoſe this application of our Lord's 
character to the ſeed of believers, is very allowable, and 
will no doubt be very popular in Mr. H —Atter this we 
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© comfortable to bring forth children to the /awviour, p. 
« 235. of being born to inherit the privileges of the co- 
„ venant, p. 236; of baptiſm, as layiny intants in 
«« Chriſt's way like Zaccheus, and placing them by the 
% pool's fide, and at the gate of the temple,” ready 1. e. 

| | awilling 


are not ſurprized to read, in the ſame book, of its being . 
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ebilling to receive ** an alms and a cure,” p. 268. yea, 
Pedobaptiſt parents, when they pray for their children, 
are authorized to tell God, in plain and poſitive terms, 
that they are his, and humbly inſiſt upon it, that he 
muſt take care of his own, p. 242; and they are aſſured, 
that“ he will look after his own,” 1. e baptized chil» 


dren, p. 227. With this kindneſs, ** entailed by birth”? 


therefore, p. 234. parents are to ſilence diſquieting cares, 
1f their children die, p. 260. or if they live, they are 
to bring them early to adult- communion,“ as the con- 


| ſequence of their baptiſm (not of converſion to God after- 


wards) perſonally to own and recognize a relation to God, 
already poſſeſſed by birth and baptiſm, in which notion 
confirmation is pleaded for, as proper to eſtabliſh them, 


p. 165. and the Antipedobaptiſts are blamed, p. 242. 


becauſe they think it preſumption to claim for their chil- 
dren, an intereſt in God and the privileges of the goſpel, 
on account of their deſcent from them, or any ſtipulation 
they can make for them.—l have referred to the pages, 


where the Reader may find the Author's words; and up- 


on reading the whole, I aſk, whether it be poſſible to 


have from the ſcripture, an idea of privileges, of an 


higher nature, in an higher degree, or more abſolutely 
confirmed to real and actual believers, than are here ſpe- 


Cified, as the indiſcriminate property of the children of 


pious, and more eſpecially Pedobaptiſt parents? whether 


alſo, theſe things conſidered, the condition ſpoken of in 
ſome places, is not rather an artful ſubterfuge, to evade 


the former queſtion, than what is infiſted upon as a qua- 
lifying clauſe in this covenant-right ? I put the laſt queſ- 
tion for a ſubſtantial reaſon, that the requiſite condition, 
when explained, is very tenderly touched upon, as if 


_ eaſily complied with, and for the molt part cautiouſly 


kept out of ſight ; ſo that provided the baptized children 
are moral when they grow up, and do not enter their diſ- 
« ſent, p. 94 birth or baptiſm is ſuppoſed to initiate 
into the ſpecial bleſſings of ſalvation, and ſuch children 


are to be eſteemed, as the redeemed and ſanctiſied people 
| | of 
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of God, Now much as there ſeems to be in the foregoing 
extracts for thoſe to fly to, who after having done their 
duty to their offspring, have not reſignation enough to 
leave them, in the hands of infinite wiſdom and unſtipu- 
lated mercy, it is void of proof that the ſeed of believers 
have ſalvation more entailed on, or ſecured to them than 
others; and the reaſoning itſelf leads to the very worſt 
_ concluſions ; leads to irreligion. For in the 3 
I. Place, So happy is it repreſented to be (though 
wicked like Ham) upon the protected and ſafe, i. e. the 
baptized fide, that I ſhall not wonder, if the ungodly 
children of pious parents, from this conſideration, live 
in fin, in the confidence ot being ultimately ſaved ; or, to 
ſay the leaſt, put off, for the preſent, a concern about 
their ſalvation, upon the preſumption that being the ſeed 
oft believers, and put into the covenant of grace, they 
is ſhall be called by that grace before they die, and not 
| finally miſcarry. For wy part I can ſee no difference, 
between Mr. H's. engrafting children by baptiſm into 
Chriſt, and God therein ting paſſeſſion of them betimes,and 
the church of England's making them members of Chriſt, 
children of God, and inheritors of the kingdom of heaven. 
Nor when ſuch children hear their parents plead this ſup- 
poſed covenant with God, as a ground of faith reſpecting 
their converfion, and inſiſting that they are his, is any 
thing more natural than for them to take it for granted, 
that they do not ſtand upon the ſame footing other ſinners 
do, but ſalvation will come to them in the long run, 
through the channel aforeſaid ; more eſpecially as their 
parents, whom they reverence, are comforted by the 
ſame ideas. The ſtory of Cyndyn, in Maurice's Social. 
Religion, hath I fear done unſpeakable miſchief this way. 
For he is not contented to repreſent it as a ground of 
bope and prayer (in which view alone the relation would 
have bad probability on its fide) but as an evidence of 
infallible certainty, that the moſt refractory of a believer's 
ſeed muſt eventually be converted. - But , 
II. The thought may be carried much further, even to 


thoſe 
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thoſe who, through the force of a religious education 
and good examples, grow up in ſobriety, and have the 
external appearance of religion. If this notion, of their 
infant-covenant and baptiſm, have its natural effect upon 
their minds, it would not without reaſon be ſuſpeCted, 
that their religion is nothing more than the outward ſhew 
thereof. In expoſing the Phariſees, our Lord hath exhi- 
bited two views of them for our warning, Some, under 


the oſtentation of piety, were ſecretly immoral, Others 
were ſtrictly decent, and ſeemingly religious; but their 


whole character was ſo tinctured with pride and ſelf- 
righteouſneſs, that he declared publicans and harlots, to 
be nearer the kingdom of God than them. it was their 
mistake alſo, that ſpiritual bleſſings were their in- 


heritance, by deſcent from Abraham (a miſtake rebuked 
by John the Baptiſt. Matt. iii. 9. Think not to ſay, We 


have Abraham to our father; for 1 ſay unto you, That God 
zs able of theſe ſtones, to raiſe up children unto Abraham) 
but I do not find that they boaſted of circumciſion, as 
the ſeal of theſe privileges, till after the ſpread of 
chriſtianity they made a parade of it, in order to oppoſe 
or corrupt the tree ſalvation of the goſpel. On the other 
hand, the ſentiments advanced by the Bible are, that 
whatever reſtraints have been upon tne conduct of indi- 


viduals. yet all are conſidered, ** Fews and Gentiles upon 


* level, as ſinners in the ſight of God; that thoſe 
who know God and know themſelves, feel this ſad 
truth, look upon themſelves as ſinners and ſinners only, 


and derive their relief, under this ſenſe of ſin, alone from . 
the perfect righteouſneſs, free love, and ſovereign grace 


of Jeſus Chriſt ; and that the whole of their experience, 


both of themſelves and of the love of Chriſt, eſtabliſhes 


them in the conviction, of their being.the chief of /inners, 
who have no claim upon God, but from his unmerited 


compaſſion. You will aſk, Does Mr. H. deny this?“ 
I do not ſay that i= /o many words he does; and I am 
perſwaded that many Pedobaptiſts would be ſtartled, 


were they aware of the natural tendency of their own 
55S | L principles 
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principles to pervert the goſpel; but let what I have 
quoted be digeſted and acted upon, and there never was 
a groſſer piece of phariſaiſm than it will produce. How, 
Sir, can you expect a man to lie at the foot of mercy, 
and as a finner, in common with the vileſt, receive ſal- 
vation from the free-grace of Chriſt, who has had it in- 
ſtilled into him, vi et /zepe cadendo p. 248) that he was 
born to the ſaviour, by birth in the covenant of grace, 
and by baptiſm, engrafted into Chriſt, eſpouſed to him, in- 
tereſted in the mediator, &c.? Mr. H. talks in ſome places 
of being born in ſin; but who will be ſeriouſly con- 
vinced of that, who believes that he was born an holy 
thing; and in baptiſm, made a viſtble believer, a diſci- 
le of Chriſt, a child of God, yea, advanced to be a 
ing and prieſt unto God? In truth it appears to me, 
that while Mr. H. does not know how to deny original- 
in, this being born in the covenant of grace is a ſhift, 
to get rid of the diſgrace of that doctrine, as if the 
children of believers were, in an unexplained ſenſe, 
better than others; like the impoveriſhed branches of ſome 
great family, who, becauſe they cannot make a ſhew of 
riches, are ever boaſting of their ache birth, and family 
connections. Tis phariſaiſm in diſguiſe; and if a man 
heartily accept of ſalvation, as it is revealed in the goſ- 
pel, he will, like Paul Phil. iii. unlearn all his former 
good notions of himſelf, and fink to the level of gentile 
finners. This is a change ſo deprecated by Mr. H. and 
ſo mortifying to the natural pride of the human heart, 
foſtered by infant-baptiſm, that, while I confeſs the grace 
of God can bring down high imaginations, that exalt 
themſelves againſt Chriſt, l am greatly apprehenſive 
many depend upon their ſuppoſed birth- right and bap- 
tiſm, accompanied by © a plauſible profeſſion. p. 70. 
without walking humbly with God, or being the true cir- 
eumcifion. who wor ſhip Cd in the ſpirit of the goſpel, i. e. 
who rejoice in Ch i Jeſus alone, and have no confidence in 
in the fieſp. O. Sir! The ignorant people, as they are 
deemed, of the Church of Frg/and, are not in half ſo much 
danger 
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danger, as the demure and regular amongſt the Diſſenters, 
of being deceived here, and truſting to the outſide of re- 
ligion. without the inward reality. That people who, like 


Dr. Taylor, boaſt of the dignity of their natures, their 
capacity for virtue, and 1nnate ability, to pleaſe God and 


inſure his favour, talk of their birth-right as chriſtians, is 


no more than may be expected. But that profeſſors of ſal» 
vation by free-grace alone, and the collateral truths do, is 


my aſtoniſhment. The Baptiſts dread, leſt their offspring 
ſhould look upon themſelves, as in any reſpect better by 
birth than others; and had they no other objection to in- 
fant-baptiſm, that love to their children w hich God has 


implanted in them, and improved by his grace, into an 


affection for their ſouls, forbids their throwing any obſtacle 
in the way, to their deep conviction of fin, and glorying 


only in the croſs of Chriſt. Theſe remarks will be further 


enforced, 


III. By reflecting on what the author urges concerning 
conditions, neceſſary to be fulfilled by the perſons, put as 
before into the covenant. Not oniy is it death to the 


hopes of a man, who ſees the reality of his own ſpiritual 
weakneſs, to be told that his enjoy ment of Chriſt and ſal- 


vation, depends upon his fulfilment of the conditicns of 
faith, repentance and fincere obedience; but ſuppoſe a 
man ſo vain as to imagine, that he is capable of, and does 
fulfil the requiſite conditions. He maketh himſelf to dif- 


fer from another. His faith, repentance and obedience 


are ſelf-wrought, not of God; and the ground of his | 


boaſting is in his own exertions, not in divine grace. 
Nay, ſuppoſe he acknowledge ſome degree of divine aſſiſ- 
tance, Co-0perating with his own endeavours, to fulfil the 
ſtipulation; ſtill the turning point of the man's religion is 
in himſelf; ſome. gaodnets innate, or that deſcended b 


covenant from the faith of his parents, and which inclined. 


him to fulfil the conditions contracted in baptiſm for him, 
is thought the motive, that induced God to give him the 


grace, whereby he attained to faith, and performed what 


was required of him. Thus the doctrine of  cond:tions, 
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In the matter of ſalvation, is only another word for merit; 
is an aſſuming notion, that would rob God of the glory 
of his own grace; and if infant-covenanting and baptiſm 
Jead to this conſequence, I ſincerely pity thoſe who are 
led by it. There is no way of evadirg it, but hy one 
equally bad, that the baptiſm of the infant-ſeed of belie- 
vers, does imply and ſeal. their abſolute title to ſaving 

grace, as Mr, Maurice maintained, 7 

IV. Conſidering the earneſtneſs too with which Mr . 
recommends it, as a duty reſalting from infant-baptiſm, 
that ſuch children be early, and almoſt at all events, in- 
ducted into chriſtian- communion, it appears to me a rea- 
dy method of confirming tbem in the deluſion, that they 
are ſomething while they are nothing lt is an early re- 
ceived notion, that they are children of peculiar privileges. 
a godly feed, ſeparat-d in covenant from the level of 
mankind, and federally holy This prejudice of their 
education falls in with the ſelf-flattery of the mind, to 
beget an opinion of their ability (with a ima!l portion of 
grace by way of help-out; to perform what the 7r»-fees of 
their wills conſented to in their names, and promited for 
them ; or rather, to modify the conditions of faith, re- 
entance and obedience, fo as to make them fit eaſy up- 
on their conſciences. In the next place therefore they are 
brought to church- fellowſnip, and admitted to the Lord's 
Supper; which done, who thall dare, in the caſe of any 
one of them, to call in queſtion the young perion's piety ? 
Or who expe& him to queſtion it himſelf ? This is ſo infatu- 
ating a method of impoſing upon the mind, that I fear it 
has the worſt effect upon multitudes, who go on for many 
years. perbaps all their lives, with, to ſay the beſt of it, 
the diſguiſe of religion, covering an heart unhumbled 
before God, intenfible of the nature and value of the great 
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Pp. 224. Give me leave to refer you, Sir, to the narra= 
tive of the ſucceſs of My Gilbert Tenan''s ſearching. dif. 
cources in America, (as recited in Dr. Gillics's Hiſtorical- 

Collections, V. II p. 166.) for a melancholy illuſtration 


ſalvation, nor jay ing, I there not a lye in my right-hand?” 
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of the ſuſpicion here hinted at. How many, ſays the 


CW 


« Hiſtorian,” who made themſelves eaſy with the form 
« of podlineſs, and were pleaſed in a good conceit of 
„ themſelves, now found to their great diſtreſs, that they 
© were ſelf-deceived hypocritzs.”— The very eaſy man- 
ner too, in which ſuch perſons generally are brought into 
communion, tends to rivet in them a good conceit of 


themſelves. Not to ſay that in the Church of England, 


communicants are, without exception of the moſt wicked, 


admitted to what they call the ſacrament, amongſt the 


Diſſenters I have heard lately of a queſtion, propoſed in a 


publick convocation, to this effect, whether the ſeed of 


«© believers having already received, in baptiſm, one ſeal 
„ of the covenant, ought not of cour/e to be admitted to 
the Lord's ſupper, provided ſobriety and decency of 
behaviour appear in them?” And it was refolved in 
the affirmative, as the molt charitable fide of the queſtion, 
This is very little better, than the indiſcriminate admiſ- 
ſions in the Church of England, To put the matter how» 
ever 1n a more favourable and careful light, what are a 
little ſuperficial talk with a miniſter, a few ſlight queſ- 
tions put by the latter, queitions which are more like 
what the Lawyers call leading an evidence, than calcula- 
ted to diſcover the real character of the Examinant, .and 


to all which, the Examinant gives the general replies of 
yes, or I hope fo,” or ſome anſwer as little to the 
. purpoſe; I ſay, what is all this, or what is a paper of ex- 


perience and profefſions (written as probably by another 
perſon, as by the party requeſting communionz but a 
piece of previous formalitv, a mere ceremony, which ſup- 


poſes that the party having been born holy, and received 


baptiſm in infancy, has already had one ſtamp, or ſeal, 
athxed to his intereſt in the covenant of grace, and that 
in a certain rotation of years, the other ſeal is affixable, 
or the li very and ſeiſin to be given, to make the deed 


complete? For if, as Mr. H. avows, baptiſm recognizes 
the conveyence, then I ſuppoſe the ſacrament confirms it 


inalienably. And this is a very compendious method of 


66 Chriſtian: 
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*« chriftianizing” the world (without the diſagreeable taſk 
of Hriving to enter in at the Hrait gate) very pleaſing to 
the carelets heart, and not uncommonly thought (like the 
Roman cuſtom, Sumendi virilem togam) a prelude neceſſa- 
ry to a more manly ſphere in life. Will you retort, 
„That the Baptiſts poſſibly are as ſuperficial, in admit- 
ting into their churches?” J am not to apologize for the 
very few inſtances, wherein the Sun-ſhine of popularity 


has laid men aſleep. while the enemy ſowed tares ; ha, 


moved churches to hope the beſt of thoſe who propoſed, 
without a ſufficient ſcrutiny into what they actually were. 
But, as a body, no denomination takes more pains in 
this matter, or regards more narrowly the future circum- 
ſpection of members of churches, than the Baptiſts. 
Their views of baptiſm being ſo different, from the ma- 


Jority of profeffing chriſtians, it is natural to think they 


will obtain all tne fatisſaction they can, reſpecting the 
knowledge and conviction of thoſe that ſubmit to it; 
whereas the Author ſuppoſes his communicants to be bap- 
tized chriftians in their infancy, and then admits them 
to church-privileges, chicfly on that ſuppoſition, —Qn 
this hypotheſis alfo, methinks I dehold a chriſtian of hu- 
man-formation, covenanted for and conhrmed as before, 
and inſpired by the principles of Mr. H's treatiſe, ad- 
vancing to the duty of prayer. With high-raiſed cheſt 
he thus addreſſes God, | 


„ God I thank thee, that | am not as other men are; 
6 


% level with the ſeed of unbelievers; nor yet as the ſons 


of the Anabaptiſts. I am, in a ſenſe as Jeſus was, 
that hely thing, which comforted my mother, in breed- 
ing ſickneſſes and bearing pains, and which ſhe 
brought forth to the ſaviour, | was born in thy fa- 
mily, and born to inherit the bleſſings of thy cove- 
* nant, even that ſpecial intereſt in God and the Medi- 


by che faith of my parents. Moreover, 1 was by bap- 
tiſm engraſted into Chriſt, and put on Chhriſt. O 


not upon a level with gentile ſinners; not upon a 


ator, which, as an e/tate in ſee was entailed upon me 


«« That 
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„ That was a time of love indeed, love ſealed, love in- 
© ſured, the kindneſs of my youth, the love of my efpous 
fals. when I was from the cradle buried with Chrift 
«© iz baptiſm, and aroſe with him; when | was waſhed, 
« cloathed, ornamented, and when I entered into my in- 
% fant=covenant with God! Hence I am of Chriſt's told, 
% one of the /ambs of his flock, entitled to the privi- 
« leges of his kingdom, yea have a legal right unto them, 
« as a child of God. I am, by this means, gathered 
% under the wings of the divine Majefly, and enliſted 
„s under his banner. I have alſo, through grace, ful- 
“ filled the conditions of faith, repentance and ſincere 
„ obedience, conſented to and promiſed for me, by my 
« Parents, the truſtees of my will, in conſequence of 
e which I was brought to adult-communion, and now 
e ſeek thee as thine own, as the ſeed of Jacob, to whom 
« thou never ſaidſt, /ze& ye me in vain. Thou wilt 
© take care of thine own. In this hope then I draw 
c near, and humbly inſiſt on the promiſed mercies, of 
« acceſs to God, peace of conſcience, &c.“ 5 
I have here preſented you with a noſe gay, plucked 
from Mr. H's. garden; a prayer [ never ſaw matched, 
but by the Phariſee's in the goſpel, Luke xviii. 11. Nor 
do I now wonder at the contempt, hatred and little quar- 
ter, or fair-play, ſhewn the Baptiſts, by many of their 
opponents; for to people under the foregoing pre- 
poſſeſſions, they muſt appear moſt wncharrtable, and even 
unnatural But the Fudge ſtandeth before the door. I 
have no doubt that at laſt, the Baptiſts will be found on 


the molt cha itable fide of the debate; and it will be be- 


lieved, that they refuſe their children no privileges 
they are entitled to, or that would do them good. 


. I am, &Cce : 
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LETTER: Vi. 
| Rev. SIR, | 


1 Have deferred what Mr. H. calls the Circumſtances of 
baptiſm to the latter end of my remarks, from an un- 
willingneſs to interrupt the argument, concerning the 
proper ſubjects of the ordinance. Some of theſe crcum- 
ſtances, to be ſure, are truly ludicrous, yet ſeem to 
have originated ſolely from infant baptiſm. which the 
very judgment of the Biſhops, p. 143 (“ that the nercy 
% and grace of God are not to be denied to new-born 


« children”) plainly diſcovers to have ariſen, from an 
_ abſurd notion that infants, dying unbaptized, would not 
obtain mercy, on which account it was thought danger- 
ous to defer it, like circumciſion, to the eighth day; 


and (as it is not the property of corruption to become 
more ſcrupulous) tis 1mpoſhble to conceive how the 
queſtions, at preſent put to tne Godfathers, could have 


been ſtarted, but from a conſciouſneſs of the neceſſity of 
a perſonal-profeſſion, and of the incapacity of che infant 


to make it. But ſtill, with all this farce of a vicarious 


confeſſion, ſome more ſatisfactory proof of the baptized 


perſon's piety was deemed requiſite, to evince the uſe of 
the ordinance to him. The Prieſts therefore pretended 
to exſufflate the evil ſpirit out of the child, and breathe 


into him a good one. They anointed his breaſt and 


ſhoulders, in token cf receiving the law, and bearin 


the yoke of Chriſt; they ſigned with the ſign of the 


croſs, that the infant might not be aſhamed of the croſs 


of Chriſt; and no doubt, with all the prieſtly ſolemnity 
attending them, the blind multitude were taught to be- 
lieve, that theſe rites were as efficacious as they were 
pompous. The euſtom of giving the name at the time 
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of baptiſm, aroſe alſo from the ſame ſource. There is 
not the leaſt intimation of the kind in ſcripture. And 
yet methinks, if infant-baptiſm had been a ſcriptural in- 
ſtitution, we ſhould have heard ſomething about the 
Child's name, as well as we do in circumciſion, Luke 1. 
59.—!l believe too, that the New-Teſtament allows of 
greater latitude in the adminiſtrators of baptiſm, than 
Mr. H's. veneration for the ſacerdotal function is willing 
to admit; and it might be queried upon his principles, 
whether the circumciſion adminiſtered by Moſes's wife, 
Ex. iv. 25. is not improveable into a precedent, for the 
Midwife, or any other woman's baptizing an infant, in 
caſes of neceſlity ?=But the chief matter relates to in- 
merſion or /prinkling, which alſo Mr. H. treats as circum- 
| Rantial ; and were it ſo, it would not be worth any pains 
to aſcertain the true mode. But we conceive immerſion, 
ſo far from a circumſtance, to be of the very ence of 
baptiſm, as eating bread and drinking wine are eſſential 
to the Lord's ſupper. And here, it appears to me very 
unfair, in the management of this debate, that writers, 
as if ſuſpicious of the proof of infant-baptiſm in the 
New-Teſtament, fly to the teſtimony of Cyprian, Auſtin, 
Kc. (who, deny it if you can, would have been equally 
confident, that infant-communion was the ©* ancient faith 
« of the church”) whereas, when it is ſo notorious that 
even Mr. H. cannot evade, or deny it, that immer- 
ſion was commonly uſed in very early ages, p. 137. 
this teſtimony is to have no weight; immerſion is to be 
ſuppoſed to ſpring from popery; to be loaded with a 
thouſand reproaches; and on this head, our recourſe muſt 
de had, it | wha alone to the law and the teſtimony. [ 
have no diſinclination to be confined to that; but why 
not for the ſubject as well as the mode ? Why are the 
"Fathers to be implicitly relied on, when the baptiſm of 
_ infants is in queſtion, and good for nothing, when they 
ſpeak of dipping thoſe infants in water? Hiſtory how- 
ever flatly contradicts Mr. H's. aſfertion, that Popery 
laid great ſtreſs upon immerſion, Thoſe churches that 
f M „ ſprang 
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ſpravg from the Roman-retain ſprinkling ; but the Greek- 


church, that never acknowledged the Pope, and which is 
much larger than that of Pome, with all its deſcendants, 
practiſes immerſion to this day, even in Rſfa, a much 
colder climate than England. But let us attend to what 
is urged in favour of - ca, As in a profeſſed 
es only to examine the 
ſtrength of our cauſe a /irtle”? p. 132. it may be pre- 
ſumed that he thinks that little to be ſufficient; conſe- 
quently, the greateſt part of what has been objected 
againſt the Baptiſts, to be learned. trifling, criticiſm 
falſely ſo called. IT entirely agree that this is the caſe; 
nor have J obſerved him to improve upon his prede- 
ceſlars. For, PE 5 
I. Reſpet:ng the meaning of the words Baxro and 
arrig; as the Lexicons maintain dipping to be their 
primary ſignification and waſhing only a ſecondary idea, 
it is very unphilological, that the ſecondary meaning 


ſhould ſet aſide the primary. Am | to inform you, that 


if the ſecondary fignifications of a word diverſify the uſes 
of the primary, yet they muſt contain that radical idea, 


as the /pecies muſt involve that of the Genus, or the 


children of a family bear the leading features of their 
parents? Thus if Bantu and Bamritw had, as Mr H. ſays, 
p. 132. ſignified to waſh in general that would have been. 
their Genus, and dipping or ſprinkling the Species, or 


different forts of waſhing ; nor could either word have 


been applied, but to /ome mode of waſhing ;, whereas it 
being clear, that both words are uſed in Greek. Authors, 
to ſi nify dipping without any waſhing. at all. (Ex. Gr. to 


dip hot iron into water, in order to cool it; or to dip a 


bucket into a Well, in order to draw water, which and. 
the like ſenſes are common in. Homer, Herodotus, Plutarch, 
Ec.) that evinces that their Genus is 15 dip. even where 
no waſhing is intended, Yet in general ſignifying: to dip, 
they may be uſed for the various waſhings which imply 


dippirg ; but can never fignify to ſprinkle, or pour on; 


elſe why did not the Lexicons tell us, that the genus is 
| 5 waſhing, 
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waſhing, and the differentia dipping and ſprinkling ? 


You will not find a writer, in the whole circle of Lexico- 
graphy, hold ſo abſurd a tenet. Mr. H. then offends 
againft the laws of juſt criticiſm at the very outſet; and 
the foundation being wrong, the ſuperſtructure cannot 
ſtand. He is prudent however, in declining to ſearch 
the ſenſe of the word in other Greek Authors,“ be- 
cauſe their concurrent ſuffrages are agaiaſt nim. But we 
readily join iſſue wich him, on the ground of the New, 
or the Old-Teſtament, That in Heb. ix 10. we read 
of divers waſhings, in the original bapri/ms ; and that 
„ v. 13. the Apoſtle inſtanceth ia the water of purifica- 
« tion, and ſpeaks of the aſhes of an heifer ſprinkling 
S* the unclean is not contelted ; but you maſt have read 
the paſſage very inaccurately, to pronounce that this 
ſprinkling is called the waſhing. or baptiſm The Apoſtle 
expreſsly declares, that the ſprinkling only ſan&ified, or 


| ſeparated for the puritying, from whence it was called 


the water of ſeparation, Num xix. 9. but the purifica- 
tion itſelf was performed by waſhing the whole body in 
water v. 19 The Apoſtle's argument loſes all ics force, 
without this explanation; for his meaning is that if the 
ſprinkling beforementioned did not even puri y the fleſh, 
but only ſeparate for that purification, how much more 


valuable the blood of Chriſt, which. by its own innate 


virtue, cleanſes the con/trences of them who are waſhed 
from their fins in it The water of purification was of 
that nature, as even to defile the prieſt. who ſpriakled it 
upon the unclean perſon, Num. xix. 21 conſequently, 
did not waſh the man upon whom it was ſprinkled. And 
now, Sir, as we have had many extraordinary challenges 
in this book let me alſo aſk you to point out the place, 
wherein ſprinkling under the law was ever uſed, in re- 


ference Io cleanſing, without the waſhing of the whole 


body in water ſucceeding it. You cannot produce a ſin- 
gle inſtance. And this is a general reply to ail the aſſer- 
tions, that ſprinkling and waſhing were ſynonymous. 
When the ſprinkling was ended, the purification was in- 
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( 92) 
complete, unleſs bathing followed it. The Apoſtle even 
treating of the efficacy of the blood of Chriſt, /prinkling 
the heart from an evil conſcience, Heb, x. 22. takes care 


to add, and our bodies waſhed with pure water, q. d. 


« If the blood of Chriſt bring ſalvation to any ſoul, it 
& will diffuſe peace, pervade all the faculties of the 
„ mind, and cleanſe the heart and coverſation“ * as 
« water purifies the body waſhed in it.“ If too Nebu- 
chadnezzar's body was wet with the dew of heaven, the 
word tSapn was not put to ſignify the dew falling upon 
him (for then the verb would have been in the a&zwe 
voice) but paſſively, to point out the ſtate of his body 
as overwhelmed, amo Th; Jeoo0uy by the dew, which in 
thoſe countries, ſays Dr. Pococke, is ſo abundant as to 
reſemble an heavy ſhower of rain. Accordingly this 
verſe is ſo explained, by the /eptuagint of Dan. iv. 23. 


ey Tn 0poow auniobnoeta, he ſhall have his lodging in the 


dew.—Apain; ** Luke xi. 38. the Phariſees wondered, that 
* our Lord was not firſt waſhed, i. e. baptized ; not, 
* ſays Mr. H. that he was not plunged all over in water; 


but that he did not waſh his hands,” This is very 


confidently laid down, though he acknowledpes, p. 134. 
that“ bathing was an ordinary way of waſhing.” But 
if it were only waſhing the the hands, they were dipped 
that they might be waſhed ; for Stockius, Lightfoot, Po- 
cocke and others of the beſt critics are clear, that the 
word our Tranſlators have rendered off, Mark vii. 2, 


- ought to have been tranſlated 20 fe auriſt; or the elbow 
as Theophylag obſerves; and while we have this plain 
teſtimony of ſcripture, we need not fly to the cuſtoms of 


the Hindoos, (it as repreſented, any more than to the 
diſciples of Mythra and Js, or the Prieſts of Cocytus, 
to illuſtrate our Bible; nor need we draw a far-fetched, 
unnatural inference, that becauſe the ſervant of the aged 
prophet Eliſba poured water on his maſter's hands, there- 
fore the Phariſees, many hundred years afterwards, did 
never dip their hands in water to waſh them, but each 
ene had his ſervant to pour water on them. But it is 
highly 
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n bighly impertinent to ſuppoſe, waſhing of the hands to 


Ty be at all intended, for after Mark had informed us. 
re that the Phariſees eat not (not in their ſtare of greateſt 
* peri except they waſhed their hands, what a need» 
it eſs tautalogy to have added, that when they came from 
5 market they did not eat, except they waſhed their hands! 
3 Was not this ablution included in the general aſſertion 
1— before, that they did not eat at all, except they firſt 
82e waſhed their hands? If you ſuppoſe the word to ſignify 
* oft, as in our tranſlation, it only makes the tautalogy 
ve the more glaring. On the contrary, how obvious the 
ly (| interpretation, that the Phariſees did not eat at all ex- 
in cept they waſhed their hands; but when they came 
3 from the market, or any concourſe of people, they 
is were ſo ſcrupulous, that leſt any pollution ſhould have 
33 adhered to them, BaTTiGovrai, they baptized, or waſhed 
be themſelves all ower; and that tables, beds or couches, 
at when judged unclean, were dipped in water, is mani- | 
t, feſt from the command, Lev. xi. 32. that weſſels of wood, 
11 or raiment, or ſkin, or ſack, whatever the unclean things 
y were, ſnould be put into water. The ſuperſtition of the 
bh Phariſees lay, in the too great frequency of theſe bap- 
TY tiſms.—But not content with miſinterpreting ſcripture, 
d this book interpolates it alſo, Rev. xix. 23. ſpeaks 
"i of a garment dipped or baptized in blood. To diſ- 
le prove the dipping of it, and maintain that it“ was 
3 ſtained by ſprinkling,” the parallel place, Is. Lxiii. 
0 3. is referred to, where, according to the book, 
n our Lord denounces, Their blood fhall be fpriniled 
f upon my garments, and SO will I ſlain all my raiment, 
e But where, Sir, did you meet with that monoſyllable 
1 S0? lt is not in the prophecy; and is it conſcientious 
, | (even in ſo trivial a matter as you ſuppoſe immerſion to 
FF [bei to take ſuch freedoms with the word of God? What 
"A abſurdities might not be rendered probable from ſcripture, 
* if diſputants were allowed, ad libitum, to foiſt little words 
b into the text. Leave out the interpolated word, and the 
K verſe is a reply to v. 2. Mherefors art thou red in thine 
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apparel, and thy garments like one that treadeth inthe auine- 


fat? q. d. In 3 mine enemies, not only ſhall 


« their blood be ſprinkled upon my garments, but I will 
« thoreughly flain all my raiment with their blood, as the 
* man who tramples the grapes. dyes the lower parts of 
« his cloaths in the liquor.” There is not one of Mr H's. 
examples but makes againſt him, if indeed the laſt can 


de called bs; for it is expreſsly contradicted in- bis Ex- 


gofitron of this text, which ſays, This was long before 


by dying Jacob foretold concerning Shiloh, that is 
«© Chriſt, ;hat be Honld waſh his garments in wine, and 


1% his eloaths in the blood of grapes, Gen, xLix. 11. 


II. The baptiſm of Jeſus is ſo capital a point, that | 


would not any reaſonable perſon think it an example, 
that thus it becomes us to fulfil all righteouſneſs* Were 
ſprinkling tolerated in any cafe (ſuch as that of extreme 


danger) yet if it be proved that Jeſus was immerſed, me- 


thinks all who love their Lord, will, in ordinary caſes, 
be emulous of baptiſm in the ſame way. In oppoſition 
to this Mr. H. inſinuates (1) “ That Svppeſing Jeſus Chriſt 
and others were baptized by immerſion, yet it doth not 
1 therefore follow, that that mode is ſtill indi/penſably 
© neceſſary, to the efence of the ordinance, Chriſt often 
«« preached fitting, is it therefore unlawful to preach 
4% ſtanding ? Bathing was very much in uſe in thoſe times, 
«© but with us it is ſeldom uſed. Our Lord uſed the poſ- 
ture of recumbency in the Lord's ſupper (according to 
the cuſtom of the country) but our ordinary table geſ- 
4% ture is the moſt proper, &c.” It would be a natural 
retort here, Suppeſing alſo that infant-baptiſm were 

proved, yet it being, as generally practiſed, very har- 
* dening and pernicious to the ſouls of men, why may 
it not with propriety be diſuſed, as well as the Holy 
«6 fije, the frafirof charity, &c.? to all which a Papiſt 
might add. Though our Lord uſed wine in the ſupper, 
% yet that not being ſo cheap an article, as Mr. H. ſays 


Water is, p. 9 and as in 4Qs ii 42. and other places, 


** this ordinance is deſcribed by breaking of bread 2 
| | | «© al 


and moreover as wine is ſeldom uſed: by the generality, 
<< therefore drinking wine is not indiſpenſably neceſſary to 


„ 


<«« the: Lord's: ſupper.” This reaſoning (or that Beer, or 
Mater might be proper ſubſtitutes for wine) would carry 
as much force, as Mr: H's. for ſprinkling. And then the 
Papiſt. might go on, If we are at liberty thus to alter 
© modes of worthip, why may not the Lord's ſupper be 
© taken. kneeling,, which is the moſt rewerent poſture of 
« receiving it?” But waving this, it is ſuffictent to reply, 
that. Chriſt left no directions about the poſture of preach- 
ing, or the Lord's.ſupper, as he has about the mode of 
baptiſm; that if bathing is now ſeldom uſed, the more it 
is to be regretted, for the health of the Britiſh-nation ; 
RG We” is ſubmitted to only once in a man's life, and 
it is ſhameful to object one inconvenience (were it one) 
and that momentary alſo, to a command of the Lord Jeſus; 
but that to make ordinances vary, according to the fluctu- 
ations of cuſtom, is to have no ſettled ſtandard to go by. 
I thought Mr. H. had told us, p. 3. that Chriſt © be. 
« queathed baptiſm to his church, as a ſacred depoſitum, 
« to be preſerved. pure and entire, without alteration, till 
© his ſecond coming.” | 
But (2) ſays he, There is a0 /uch convincing evidence, 
« that Chriſt and others were baptized by dipping.” It 
ſeems confeſſed however, that there is ſome convincing. evi - 
dence, if not what could overcome Mr. A's. prejudices. 
As alſo Bawri{e ſignifies only to immerſe, our Lord cer- 
tainly went into Jordan, to be dipped. in Jordan. I do 


not know any body, who argues the certainty of immer- 


ſion, from the particles 8 and to, independent of the 
above verb; at the ſame time that it is proper to aſk, 


what other prepoſitions would you. bring, to. expreſs ia, 


or into fire or water? As Rev. xix. 15, ſpeaks in a figura- 
tive way, of the extenſive effect of the word of God, called 
the /averd out of Chriſt's mouth, goupain, not paxaige, 
is uſed, which being derived from pte, to brandihh, 
or make à circle like the flouriſhing of à ſword, no prepo- 
fition could be uſed ſo well as , to expreſs. that r | 
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would /mite the nations within it, i. e. which were within 
the compaſs of that ſword, So s& wupi may as well fig- 
nify in fire, Mat. iii. 11. as 2 Theis. i. 8. and it is a 
fine alluſion to the prophecy of Chriſt, Mal. iii. 2. 3. 
Mr. H. alſo allowed ig Tov Mwgomw, p. 40. to ſignify 
inro Moſes, though he will not admit, that eig Iod 
is into Jordan. —Awo Tov vdarog, likewiſe, ſignifies as 
properly out of the water, Matt. iii. 16. as the ſame pre- 


poſition does out of Matt. xii. 43. xiii. 1. xiv. 29. and 
many other places; beſides that to tranſlate it * from rhe 


*« water, 1. e. he came up from the aſcent of the river,” 
ſuppoſes Jeſus firſt to come up from the water-ſide, to the 
wilderneſs, and then to go wp into the wilderneſs, to be 
tempted of the devil, Ch. iv. 1. by which means you, 
firſt of all, make him come from the water to the level 
of the wilderneſs, and then to aſcend again, up a Hill, 
in order to get into the wilderneſs ; whereas the undiſ- 


guiſed narration is natural and conſiſtent, that our Lord 
firſt came out of the river to the ſhore, and then was led, 
| np the aſcent from the water, into the wilderneſs to be 


tempted of the devil —And now we come to 2 very pre- 
cious bit of criticiſm, which Dr. Doddridge was aſhamed 


of and exploded. This is vdr wo, exprefiive of 


the much water in Enon, where John baptized. Mr. H. 
as uſual, will have it“ many waters, i.e. many ſtreams, 


therefore probably ſhallow.” Nay, lower down, he 


will not allow even thoſe many ſtreams; for he tells us, 
that Enon is only a /mall brook, which a man may ſtep 
„% er; therefore, to be ſure he has found out, that 


John went there, becauſe there was but Little water, or 
' few waters. For my part, not having ſoared high above 


the regions of common-ſenſe, not only did it occur, that 


the brook muſt be very ſmall (a rivulet rather) that would 


afford no place deep enough to dip a man; but I never 


could hear of many waters, without forming an idea of a 


great confluence of waters ; becauſe, by the laws of Philo- 


 ſophy, even the many fireams muſt meet ſomewhere ; and 
| when I read, that John preferred that part of Enon near 


to 
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to Salim, on account of the plenty of water, I conclude 


that the confluence was greater, not the water more 


ſcattered abroad, there than in other places. Accordingly, 
the fame phraſe is uſed in the Seprtuagint of Jer. Li. 13. 
for the great river Euphrates, which I preſume was more 
than “ a ſmal] book ;”” and Rev. xiv. 2. for the roaring 
of the ſea, which I ſuppoſe contains much water. As to 
the teſtimony of Travellers, ſo implicitly relied on, not 


to ſay what changes a river may undergo, in the ſpace of 


1700 years, you ſhould have ſpecified who the Travellers 
are, that we might have judged what credit is due to 
them, Same years ago a book of Travels was publiſhed, 
under the ſignature of Charles Thompſon, Eſq. whole 
account of Euon bears a vaſt /amene/s to that in this 
Treatiſe. The fact however turned out, that (whatever 


was his real name) the *Squire never was out of England 


in his life. But he and the Bookſellers, his employers, 
knew the book would ſell the better, for ſo popular an hint 


about Enon.— Amidſt all his tenaciouſneſs, it is rather 


marvellous, that Mr. H. ſeems a little inclined to grant, 
that the Eunuch, Acts viii. was dipped. From hence 
then ariſes a quere, Why was this one inſtance of the kind 


_ practiſed, if immerſion be in itſelf the evil, this book 


repreſents it to be, and ſprinkling ſo much preferable ? 
Mr. Towgoed has printed a Treatiſe, entitled, * Dipping 
« not the only right mode of baptiſm.” This admits that 
it was one Apoſtolic mode; and | wiſh to be informed, 
why it was ever practiſed, ſince it is inſiſted, that ſprink- 
ling is more /gnificant, decent, &c. ? Particularly, why 


in the caſe of the Eunuch, upon a journey, and upon the 


road alſo, ſprinkling was not adopted? Does not this 
prove a preference of immerſion, though more laborious ? 


- Conſequently, if ſprinkling were at any time practiſed, 


through extreme neceſſity, yet dipping was the mode, 
when there was no impediment to prevent it? There is 


| ſome conſiſtency, though little knowledge, in denying 
that dipping was ever the Apoſtolic-mode ; but none in 


pleading for its diſuſe, at the ſame time allowing that 
CT the 
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the Apoſtles did uſe it — As for the baptiſms of Paul and 
the Jailor, Mr. H. is too haſty in determining, that they 
were in private houſes,” for of the former tis ſaid, that 
he aro/e and was baptized, Acts ix. 18. and we think, 
| with more reaſon, that he areſe to go out of the houſe to 
_ bc baptized, than Mr. H. that he was ſprinkled, which 
1 would not have required him to ariſe at all. Then of the 
Jailor we are informed, that after he was baptized, he 
| brought Paul and Silas into his houſe, Acts xvi. 34, con- 
| ſequently, when he was baptized, he was out of his houſe, 
=_ which being unneceſſary for ſprinkling, it is highly rea- 
1 ſonable that he went out to the river, v. 13. to be dipped ; 
i and circumſtances might render it as proper for him, and 
= his family, to be baptized in the night, as they did an 
| adminiſtration of the ordinance, i was myſelf a ſpeRator 
df, at the ſame ſeaſon. 5 ; 
| (3) Mr. H. objects to the being buried with Chriſt 
| in baptiſm, Rom. vi. 4 Col. ii. 12. that the Baptiſts 
fancy an alluſion to dipping here. There is a kind of 
honour (not to take unfair advantages) expected from 
one antagoniſt to anotlier. But Mr, H. will have all, and 
| give nothing. Do read p. 140, What a number of 
| fanciful alluſions he has brought for ſprinkling ; places, 
{ wherein baptiſm is not, in the moſt diftant manner, ex- 
preſſed or implied. But here, where baptiſm is ex preſsly 
mentioned, under the ideas of a burial and reſurrectian, 
he will not allow the mode 1s at all referred to. A 
| Quaker would thank him ſor the remark, that “ our 
| % conformity to Chriſt lies not in the ſign, but in the 

« thing ſignified,” and prove trom his own words, that 
| this text does not intend water-baptiſm, but ſome in- 
1 ward work ſo expreſſed; as alſo, that the Lord's ſupper 
| means no external ordinance, but ao inward conformity 
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| | | to Chriſt's death. Mr. H. believes this latter ordinance, 
5 dy the types of eating and drinking, to ſet forth the in- 
5 wardly feeding on Chriſt by faith, of which the actions 
are ſo very deſcriptive. And does not the aſſimilating 
| "baptiſm to a burial, lead to the notion that there is ſome- 
. | thing, 


(- 99 } 


thing, in the manner of its adminiſtration, /z4e a. burial, 
ſuch as immerſion is? How elſe can it have, in its form, 
that aptitude he tells us the Lord ſeeks? p 13. If there 
be no alluſion to the ludicrous idea of 4ling,”” there 
certainly is to dying and being buried; and I wonder he is 


ſo averſe to its carrying that of © cloathing, ſince he 
ying g 


uſes the ſame alluſion, p. 178. 


(4) It 15 not without reaſon, that (fond as he was of | 
the teſtimony of anonymous, perhaps ſpurious Travellers, 


p · 136.) he now decries the teſtimony of men in this 
„ caſe;” for there is not a critic or commentator of any 


weight, but declares in favour of immerſion, as an Apoſ- 
tolic- mode; and ſome of the molt eminent tell us, that 
Popery, inſtead of laying ſtreſs upon it,“ laid it aſide; 
indeed with a very good reaſon, preſent circumſtances 


. conſidered ; becauſe after the introduction of infant-bap- 


tiſm, 1t was deemed cruel to put a new-born infant into 
water. Dr. Wall, (a claſlical authority amongſt the Pe- 
dobaptiſts) protefſes his deep regret at the liberty taken, 
in changing baptiſm from the original mode, and calls 
upon the Clergy ſeriouſly to conſider, whether they are 
ſtronger than God, that they thus dare to contradiQ him; 


(fee his Defence, p. 405. 7.) And it would ſeem that Mr. 


H. is ſenſible, his cauſe is but ill-ſupported, 

II. By the railing accuſations he brings againſt immer- 
ſion, p. 138. as (1) ** That it unavoidably occaſions, a 
« very great diſtraction and diſcompoſure of mind, in 
© the perſons baptized.” Thoſe are the be, the only 


\ - Judges in this caſe, who have ſubmitted to the ordinance z 


and perhaps you will not find a baptized perſon in Eng- 
land, that will juſtity this bold aſſertion; but many will 


teſtify, that, inſtead of diſcompoſure, they had great 
peace; yea, had joy in their ſouls, for the honour of fol- 


iowing their Lord; and it is very ſtrange Mr H. is ſo 
exceedingly tender, leſt the baptized ſhould be unfit for 


ſuitable thoughts, upon the occaſion, while he, without 


ſcruple, inſiſts upon adminiſtering baptiſm to infants, 
who cannot have any thought for the prefent, or remem- 
. brance 
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mode is very perilous to health.” And in ſuch caſes I 
would adviſe, to defer the duty to a more favourable op- 
portunity. There may be particular ſickneſſes als, 
wherein ſprinkling water upon the face would be perilous ; 
and people may be ſo ill, that bread and wine would be 
improper for them; yet you would not change the form 
of the Lord's Supper, to ſuit it to ſick peoples incapacity. 
But do you Te of any perſons, who have been killed, 


or their health injured, by baptiſmal- immerſion? 1 never 


heard of one. Do you produce an inſtance if you can, 
Neither does the opinion of phyſicians give us any fcar. 
Ak them,” and to a man they will certify, that in a! 


ondinary caſes, immerſion in water cannot be of the {mall- 


eſt detriment to the human body ; that in particular caſes, 
milder water might be ſubſtituted, ſuch as river inltcad of 
ſpring water, or the immerſion might be deferred tio the 
ſummer ; but that hardly one caſe in a thouſand requires 


theſe precautions; nay, that in many weak and emacia- 


ted ſtates of body, as well as ſome ſtages of pregnancy, 
cold-bathing 1s the moſt efficacious preſcription they can 


adviſe to. Go to the cold-bath, they (av; it will do 


« you more good than all the Apothecaiy's ſhop.”—But 
not content with cavilling, (3) Mr. H. proceeds to ander 
us. You, Sir, alſo have patronized the untruth, That 
« the general practice amongi the Baptiſt: is to baptize 
% naked, or next 10 naked, and even women almoſt naked, 
«© before a congregation.” In this publick manner then 
I call upon you, to make good 2 ſingle inſtance of this im- 


modeſt charge. Do you think that God, who judgeth 


righteouſly, will not ſometime vindicate us from theſe ca- 
lumnies? It ſeems as if it would be a very anpopular book, 
on your fide, that did not contain, as your Advertiſement 


expreſſes it, at leaſt © @ very few” unjuſt and uncandid 
reflections upon the Baptiſts. But it is a ſtrong preſump. 


tion that our's is the cauſe of God, that men revile jt, 
and ſpeak all manner of evi] fa{/ely of it. Why do you 
not tell the people what circumciſion was (upon which ſo 


much 


brance afterwards.— (2) He ſays, In many caſes this 
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much ſtreſs is laid, as a glorious ordinance, a ſeal of the * 


covenant of grace, and tantamount to baptiſm) and let 
us ſee, whether immerſion is more immodeſt than it 
(J) As to the guantity of water, | do not know any who 
lay “ great ſtreſs“ upon it, provided there be enough to 
anſwer the purpoſes of the ordinance, whick is dipping, or 


burying. Tis the action we contend for, not the quantity 


of water. What if inftead of drinking the wine in the 


Lord's Supper, a communicant ſhould dip his finger in 


it, and ſtrike his forehead therewith, and ſay, © Thus 
„ was the blood of the Paſſover ſprinkled, upon the lin- 
tels and door-poſts, of the Iſraelitiſn houſes in Egypt; 


this ſignifies alſo, that my conſcience is ſprinkled with 


„the blood of Chriſt?” Leſs wine would ſerve for this 
purpoſe than for drinking; but you would reply, You 
% have no authority for this action. The Bible ordains, 
* that you drink the wine,” So neither have you for 
ſprinkling; the meaning of the word, and all the allu- 


ſions to baptiſm, in the New-Teſtament, proving immer- 


ſion to be of the eſſence of it. This leads me then, 

III. To hint at what Mr. H. urges for ſprinkling, p. 
140. Smile as diſcerning readers will, after what has 
been ſaid, at his boaſt of . overthrowing ** the mode of 
Gipping, there is an obvious queſtion, which I never ſaw: 
anſwered, © Why the face or head is the place choſen for 


„ ſprinkling? where have you particular direction to 


theſe parts? St. Cyprian tells us, that thoſe perſons in 
the ancient church, whoſe infirmities forbad their immer- 


ſion in water, were ſprinkled all over; (Cypriani Epiſt. 
IV., If Mr. H fancies there is an alluſion to baptiſm, in 


the renewing of the Holy Ghoſt, ſped on ut, Tit. iii. 5. 
there is equally an alluſion to the pouring water all over 


the perſon ; for it is written ſhed on us abundantly. If it 
was ſaid by the prophet Iſaiah, I will pour water on him 


that is thirfly, *tis alſo added, and floods upon the dry- 


ground; ls, xLiv. 3. And will you be ſo good as inform 


us, how baptiſm could be a waſhing in a laver, p. 195. 
if water be only ſprinkled pox the head or face ? Howe. 
| ver, 
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ver, ſtrenuous as Mr. H. is for a partial waſhing, he has 
furniſhed me with another queſtion. He greatly approves 
of the manner of applying te blood of conſecration, p. 140. 
and as he tells us, p. 158. that in baptiſm infants are 
conſecrated kings and prieſts, doth not Lev. viii. 24. in- 
timate, that the parts proper to be /þrintled, or poured on, 


- are the ſame to which the blood of the conſecration was 


applied; rhe tip of the ears, and on their thumbs, and on 
their great tees? With a little help of imagination, a 
% good wit” might find out the doctrine of the Trinity, 


in this ceremony; ard moreover point out, that the ears 


were ſet apart to hear inſtruction; the hangs, to receive 
truth ; and the /zer, to run in the ways of religion. But 


leaving this for mature deliberation, I aſk, when our Lord, 
as quoted p. 1. ſpoke of a bapri/m of blood, or ſuffering, 


Mark x. 38. and when he ſaid, Luke xii. 50. I have a 


baptiſm to be baptized with, could he mean by baptiſm 


leſs, than being overwhelmed in ſorrow? As to his ſprink- 


ling many nations, Is. Lii 15. it has no reference to di- 


ſcipling by baptiſm; but, from the connection of the 
former verſe, to the effect of the wonderful doctrine of his 
ſufferings, which ſhould diſtil as the rain over many na- 
tions, and to the amazement of the kings of the earth, inſi- 


nuate itſelf into the hearts of multitudes; but if the pro- 


miſe had reference to the water of purification, like Ez. 


_ Xxxxvi. 15. I will ſprinkle clean water, or water of clean- 


ſing, upon you, we have ſecn that the ſprinkling of that 
water, or blood and water, was only a part of the puri- 
fication, which was imperfect, until the body was waſhed 
in water; and that, ia theſe texts, a part is put for the 


| whole, which, agreeable to the Apoſtle Paul's explanation 


as mentioned betore, is to have the heart /prinkled from an 


 evil=conſtience, and the body waſhed in pure water, For 
| theſe reaſons, we cannot think the mode of baptiſm ſo 


indifferent, as Mr. H. does, p. 141. But if © chriitians 
are left to chooſe that, which is moſt convenient and 
« edifying” (of which, | preſume, every man is at liber- 
ty to judge for himſelf; what chriſtianity is there, in his 

| railing 
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railing at the Baptiſts, and reviling the mode they follow, 
as a great evil, as inconſiſtent with devotion, with health, 
with modeſty, and ſo far ſrom being tolerable, i. e. 1 ſup- 
poſe, worthy of zoleration by the laws of the country, 
that it is abominable to every chaſte ſoul; and, by conſe- 


_ quence, ought to be perſecated out of the land, as the 


vileſt of abominations ? ls this a conſiſtent way of talking, 
about a matter judged to be indifferent? Does this lan- 
guage alſo diſcover the ſpirit of the goſpel ?—Upon the 


whole; though it has been my mistortune to differ great- 


ly from Mr. H. in perufing this work, there are two fens 
timents in this chapter, that I heartily agree with. One 


is p. 131. That about the mode of baptiſm the enemy 


* hath ſowed tares; and, I may add, ſtrife and malig- 
nity, againſt a people, whoſe wiſh, in adhering to the 
duty, is ſolely to glorify Chriſt, The other is, p. 141. 
« That the duſt which has been raiſed about the mode of 
5- baptiſm, is nothing elſe but a dewice of Satan, to per- 
plex ignorant and unſtable ſouls;” for if a great duſt had 
not been raiſed by learned men (to unſettle the meaning 
of words, and reduce the ſenſe of ſcripture to a ſtate 
of total uncertainty, in order to put a favourite gloſs upon 
it) the mode of baptiſm by immerſion 1s ſo plain, that 
plain people, uncorrupted by ſophiſtry, only open their 
Bibles, and there find it. —Permit me to add, that I do 
not expect che honour of a Reply to theſe letters, but very 
poſlibly, in the ſpace of one or two years, a new coinage - 


will take place, from an «bridged Manuſcript of good old 


Mr. Thomas Doolittle, or ſome equally lively and popular 
writer, bearing alſo the ſame image and ſuperſcription 
with that of Mr. H. as his does that of its predeceſſors; I 
mean, the ſame arguments ame verbatim; by which means 
(as the piece will doubtleſs be reported, unan/awerable) the 
Baptiſts muſt reſume the Sihiphean labour, of faying the 
ſame things over-again in confutation of it.—l am, 
| | Rev. Sir, 
Your reſpeAful, and humble ſervant, 
Wrexham, _ FOSEPH JENKINS. 
March 6th. 1784. | | 
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